LES ÉTUDES GÉOMÉTRIQUES ΕΤ ASTRONOMIQUES À 
THESSALONIQUE D’APRES LE TÉMOIGNAGE DES 
MANUSCGRITS : DE JEAN PÉDIASIMOS À 
DÉMÉTRIOS KYDÓNES 


Malgré les études pionniéres sur l'histoire des textes mathématiques et 
astronomiques grecs anciens que Johan Ludvig Heiberg et Paul Tannery ont 
menées il y a plus d'un siécle, et malgré les contributions plus récentes sur 
l'astronomie byzantine apportées par l'école philologique de Louvain, fon- 
dée par Adolphe Rome et continuée par Joseph Mogenet et Anne Tihon, nos 
connaissances des sciences exactes byzantines autres que l'astronomie sont 
encore assez fragmentaires. Esquisser, une piéce aprés l'autre, un tableau 
d'ensemble des sciences à Byzance est sans doute une táche difficile, mais 
l'étude que nous présentons dans ces pages peut suggérer comment éclairer 
et reconstituer une parcelle des études scientifiques byzantines en utilisant 
non seulement les traités ou les scholies édités mais aussi les écrits non 
scientifiques de leurs auteurs et les témoignages paléographiques dans les 
manuscrits qui ont survécu jusqu'à nos jours. 

Pendant la période paléologue, une éducation scientifique était la norme 
plus que l'exception pour les intellectuels les plus en vue de l'empire. Ce 
principe éducationnel ou culturel a pu voir le jour dés le moment fondateur 
de l'enseignement paléologue en 1261 sous l'égide de Georges Akropolités, 
comme le suggére l'Autobiographie du patriarche Grégoire de Chypre! ; son 
application a pu aussi se trouver facilitée par les goüts personnels de l'em- 
pereur Andronic II, quoique la culture du ΙΧ’ siècle était elle aussi marquée 
par l'appui des empereurs à l'enseignement scientifique?. Dans ce dernier 
cas, l'évidence est éparse et controversée ; de fait, elle s'appuie sur les épaules 


* Cette recherche a été financée par le projet “El autor bizantino II" (MICINN, FFI2015- 
65118-C2-2-P). 

! Ed. W. LAMEERE, La tradition manuscrite de la correspondance de Grégoire de Chypre, 
Bruxelles — Rome, 1937, p. 185.12-17 : καὶ ὅς, πρόθυμον ἑαυτὸν τοῖς βουλομένοις ἀκροᾶ- 
σθαι καθίζει διδάσκαλον, ἐξηγητὴν μὲν τῶν λαβυρίνθων Ἀριστοτέλους — οὕτω γὰρ ἐγὼ 
καλῶ τὰς ἐκείνου στροφὰς καὶ πλοκὰς αἷς τὰ ἑαυτοῦ περιβάλλων ἐργώδη κατανοεῖν 
ἀπεργάζεται -- ἐξηγητὴν δὲ καὶ τῶν Εὐκλείδου καὶ Νικομάχου, ὅσα τεθεωρήκασιν οὗτοι, 
ὃ μὲν γεωμέτρας, Νικόμαχος δὲ ἀριθμητικούς, ἐκδιδάσκοντες. 

? N. G. WiLsoN, Scholars of Byzantium, London — Cambridge (MA), 19963, pp. 79-84 ; 
J. SIGNES CODOÑER, The Emperor Theophilos and the East, 829-842. Court and Frontier in 
Byzantium during the Last Phase of Iconoclasm, Farnham (Surrey) — Burlington (VT), 2014, 
pp. 434-439. 
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d'une seule personne?. Quant aux deux derniers siécles de Byzance, par 
contre, nous sommes beaucoup mieux renseignés sur plusieurs érudits qui 
ont étudié et pratiqué la philosophie et les disciplines scientifiques. 

Pour expliquer ce trait de la culture byzantine, il faut en rappeler les cir- 
constances. Primo, il trouve toujours sa base dans le méme principe essentiel 
d'acceptation et de soutien du savoir profane. Du point de vue idéologique, 
les études philosophiques et scientifiques dépendent de l'attribution d'une 
valeur sociale à la connaissance, un principe qui a été accepté dés Basile de 
Césarée et qui, au XIV* siécle, a trouvé un soutien renouvelé de la part du 
thessalonicien Nikolaos Kabasilas*. 

Secundo, il faut préciser que cette éducation intégrale est un principe 
définitoire de la culture byzantine, non de la culture grecque en général ; ce 
type d'études, par exemple, n'était pas poursuivi à Chypre, oü l'administra- 
tion franque, puis vénitienne, se souciait peu des disciplines scientifiques. 
Par contre, à Byzance, le systéme dépend de l'appui de l'administration impé- 
riale, qui a continué de nommer des hypatoi tón philosophón, en entretenant 
la tradition macédonienne de mettre à la téte de l'enseignement impérial un 
érudit πολυπράγμων”. Parallèlement, le patriarcat a vu au moins deux fonc- 
tionnaires de son administration, Georges Pachymére et Jean Chortasménos, 
donner un fort élan aux études scientifiques. 

Cette dernière caractéristique nous emmène au troisième point : le système 
depend de la disponibilité d'enseignants et de livres. Quant aux personnes, 
on a rarement de renseignements sur les conditions matérielles des études 
d'un genre ou de l'autre ; d'ailleurs on peut soutenir qu'un enseignant n'est 
pas toujours nécessaire quand on a des bons livres. Mais certains textes 
peuvent étre difficiles à comprendre sans un guide. Ainsi, Théodoros Méto- 
chités nous raconte les circonstances de son apprentissage mathématique en 


5 Cette personne est évidemment Léon le Philosophe ; pour une déconstruction de sa 
contribution scientifique voir F. ACERBI, Types, Function, and Organization of the Collections 
of Scholia to the Greek Mathematical Treatises, dans Trends in Classics, 6 (2014), pp. 115- 
169 : 125-126 et 164-166 ; IDEM, Composition and Removal of Ratios in Geometric and 
Logistic Texts from the Hellenistic to the Byzantine Period, dans M. SIALAROS (éd.), Revolu- 
tions and Continuity in Greek Mathematics, Berlin, 2018, pp. 131-188 : 156-159 ; A. TrHON, 
Premier humanisme byzantin : le témoignage des manuscrits astronomiques, dans B. FLUSIN — 
J.-CL. CHEYNET (éds.), Autour du Premier humanisme byzantin & des Cinq études sur le 
ΧΙ’ siècle, quarante ans aprés Paul Lemerle, dans TM, 21 (2017), pp. 325-337. 

4 Éd. J. A. DEMETRAKOPOULOS, Nicholas Cabasilas' Quaestio de Rationis Valore: an Anti- 
palamite Defense of Secular Wisdom, dans Βυζαντινά, 19 (1998), pp. 53-93 ; cf. R. E. SINKEWICZ, 
Christian Theology and the Renewal of Philosophical and Scientific Studies in the Early 
Fourteenth Century: the Capita 150 of Gregory Palamas, dans Mediaeval Studies, 48 (1986), 
pp. 334-351. 

5 Sur la fonction de ὕπατος ( consul" ou *doyen") τῶν φιλοσόφων, voir C. N. CONSTAN- 
TINIDES, Higher Education in Byzantium in the Thirteenth and Early Fourteenth Centuries 
(1204 — ca. 1310), Nicosia, 1982, pp. 113-132. 
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1312/13 : il a étudié tout seul la géométrie, l'astronomie élémentaire et les 
sections coniques (oü il admet par ailleurs avoir eu de graves difficultés), 
tandis que seulement en travaillant avec Manuel Bryennios, un enseignant 
qu’Andronic II lui avait proposé, il a réussi à comprendre Ptolémée et 
Théonf. 

Cette recherche d’une éducation intégrale s’est poursuivie à l’intérieur de 
cercles aussi bien ecclésiastiques que laïques, dans la capitale de l’Empire 
et dans d’autres villes, notamment Thessalonique et Mistra, dans la mesure 
où elles hébergeaient des membres de l’élite intellectuelle qui avait étudié 
à Constantinople, ou des écoles ou des cercles érudits de formation locale. 
Le cas de Thessalonique est celui que nous allons étudier : notre hypothèse 
est que les études scientifiques y ont pris leur essor et ont été entretenues à 
la suite du retour à sa ville natale d'un thessalonicien, Jean Pédiasimos’, qui 
avait étudié à Constantinople à l’école de Georges Akropolitès. Après ses 
contributions scientifiques, nous présenterons celles d’intellectuels liés à 
Thessalonique tels Jean Katrarès, Démétrios Triklinios, Nikolaos Kabasilas, 
Démétrios Kydônès et Théodoros Kabasilas. 


JEAN POTHOS PÉDIASIMOS 


Jean Pédiasimos, nommé hypatos tôn philosophôn vers 1274, a pris en 
tant que tel la téte d'une partie de l'enseignement scientifique dans la capi- 
tale ; gráce aux témoignages des manuscrits qu'il a annotés et des ouvrages 
qu'il a composés?, nous sommes en mesure d'évaluer de manière assez pré- 
cise sa contribution personnelle. Ces mémes témoignages nous donnerons 
une clé pour établir le róle (peut-étre seulement indirect) de Pédiasimos dans 
l'essor des études scientifiques à Thessalonique pendant la courte saison des 
premiers quarante ans du XIV* siècle. 

Né à Thessalonique vers 1240, Pédiasimos a étudié à Constantinople avec 
Manuel Holobolos et Georges Akropolités. Vers 1280, il a été “promu” 


6 Discussion et textes dans F. ACERBI — I. PÉREZ MARTIN, Gli scolii autografi di Manuele 
Briennio nel Par. gr. 2390, dans L. DEL Conso — F. DE Vivo — A. STRAMAGLIA (éds.), Nel segno 
del testo. Edizioni, materiali e studi per Oronzo Pecere (Papyrologica Florentina, XLIV), 
Firenze, 2015, pp. 103-143 : 106-108. 

7 CONSTANTINIDES, Higher Education [voir n. 5], pp. 116-125 ; D. ΒΙΑΝΟΟΝΙ, Tessalonica 
nell'età dei Paleologi. Le pratiche intellettuali nel riflesso della cultura scritta (Dossiers 
Byzantins, 5), Paris, 2005, pp. 60-72 ; voir aussi PLP, n? 22235. 

8 Son écriture a été identifiée par I. PEREZ MARTIN, L’écriture de l'hypatos Jean Pothos 
Pédiasimos d’apres ses scholies aux Elementa d’Euclide, dans Scriptorium, 64 (2010), pp. 109- 
119. 
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chartophylax de l'archevéché d'Ochrid?. Les titres de ses ceuvres et les attri- 
butions de ses scholies donnent à Pédiasimos soit la fonction de hypatos, 
soit celle de hypatos et de chartophylax en méme temps!°. Cette circons- 
tance est en contradiction avec l'identification de notre professeur avec un 
Jean Pothos qui en 1284 et en 1295 avait la fonction de megas sakellarios 
de la métropole de Thessalonique''. Cette fonction n'est jamais mentionnée 
par les témoins manuscrits des ouvrages de Pédiasimos et tout fait penser 
qu'il s'agisse d'un homonyme et contemporain de l’hypatos. Distinguer ce 
second Jean Pothos de l’hypatos n'empéche pas d'accepter que celui-ci 
ait vécu pendant une longue période à Thessalonique. Il y serait méme mort 
vers 1310-14, si l'on suit Constantinides en identifiant avec Pédiasimos 
l'Aypatos dont parle une lettre de Constantin Akropolités (epist. 121)”. 
L'éloge du défunt insiste sur son immense savoir, que Constantin met en 
rapport avec l'amour des Thessaloniciens pour la langue et la beaute'®. 
Méme si c'est à Constantinople que Pédiasimos a suivi les cours d' Holobo- 
los et du pére de Constantin, Georges Akropolités, comme d'habitude dans 
le genre encomiastique, Constantin étend l'éloge de la personne à sa ville 
natale, qui a fait preuve du niveau de son enseignement : « [...] l'Aypatos 
que nous pleurons maintenant a non seulement perfectionné la logique et 
porté la philosophie au sommet, mais il l'a aussi transmise à beaucoup 
d'autres, gráce auxquels il a rendu les villes plus nobles et honoré ses 
citoyens »!*. Ce texte donne la mesure de la double projection de Pédia- 
simos à Thessalonique et à Constantinople, deux villes qu'il a contribué à 
ennoblir. 


? Selon CONSTANTINIDES, Higher Education [voir n. 5], p. 125, nous n'avons aucune raison 
de penser que cette nomination à Ochrid, équivalente de fait à l'exile, soit liée au conflit 
provoqué par la politique unioniste de Michel VIII et le schisme arsénite. 

10 La double fonction est par exemple indiquée dans le titre du recueil de ses scholies aux 
Caelestia de Cléoméde que nous lisons dans plusieurs manuscrits, le plus ancien desquels est 
le Monac. gr. 482 (voir infra). Ce n'est pas le seul cas connu d'une personne réunissant une 
fonction impériale et une ecclésiastique. Comme Constantinides nous l'a suggeré, Pachymére 
lui-méme était dikaiophylax impérial et protekdikos patriarcal. 

!! Voir l'évidence dans PEREZ MARTIN, L'écriture [voir n. 8], p. 112 et notes 17 et 18. 

12 CONSTANTINIDES, Higher Education [voir n. 5], pp. 118 et 121. Pour les lettres, Costan- 
tino Acropolita, Epistole, éd. R. ROMANO, Napoli, 1991. 

13 Epist. 121, IL 12-18 : Θεσσαλονικεῖς δὲ τοὺς φιλολόγους καὶ φιλοκάλους οὐχ ἥκιστα, 
ἐφ᾽ οἷς ὃ μέγας οὗτος ἐτράφη καὶ παρ᾽ οἷς τὰ τῆς παιδεύσεως ἐπεδείξατο, ἃ μετανάστης 
ἐμυήθη γενόμενος τοῖς περιᾳδομένοις τῶν ἐφ᾽ ἡμῶν σοφοῖς συγγενόμενος, Ὁλοβόλῳ τῷ 
πάνυ τῷ ἐμῷ τε πατρὶ μετὰ τοῦτον ἐφ᾽ ὑψηλοτέροις μαθήμασι τούτους οὕτω πενθεῖν 
οἴομαι, ὡς καὶ παραμυθίας δεῖσθαι καὶ πολλῆς ὅτι τῆς παρακλήσεως. 

14 Ibidem, ll. 28-32 : ὥσπερ δὴ καὶ ô νῦν ἡμῖν πενθούμενος ὕπατος, ὃς οὐχ ὅτι γε τὰ 
καθ᾽ ἑαυτὸν εὖ ἔθετο πᾶσαν λογικὴν ἐπιστήμην ἠκριβωκὼς καὶ φιλοσοφίας εἰς ἄκρον 
ἐληλακώς, ἀλλὰ καὶ πλείστοις ἄλλοις τούτων μετέδωκε, δι᾽ ὧν καὶ πόλεις σεμνοτέρας 
ἐποίησε καὶ πολίτας ἐκόσμησεν. 
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Les traités et les commentaires d'ordre scientifique écrits par Pédiasimos 
sont assez nombreux et, il faut le reconnaitre, laissent souvent planer des 
doutes quant à ses compétences mathématiques : il rédigea une collection 
de scholies aux Caelestia de Cléoméde!> ; un exposé sur la duplication du 
cube parmi ses scholies aux Analytica posteriora d’Aristote!® ; une Geometria 
qui est en fait un compendium métrologique!” ; des Remarques spécifiques 
sur la musique, dont l'éditeur se demande la raison qui pourrait « motiver, 
en quelque sorte, la publication d'un traité où l’on trouve des idées aussi 
fausses et des fautes aussi grossières »!? ; des écrits arithmologiques tels 
Pourquoi un nouveau-né de sept mois ou de neuf mois survit et Sur les neuf 
muses?. 

Nous conservons aussi plusieurs manuscrits qui donnent preuve de son 
travail sur les textes mathématiques, géométriques et astronomiques. Parmi 
eux, nous devons nous arréter ici sur le Vat. gr. 184, qui, fort probablement, 
avait été copié à Constantinople et que Pédiasimos a sürement emmené à 
Thessalonique, comme nous allons le voir. 

Ce manuscrit de mm 348 x 247, sur papier oriental, contient l'A/mageste 
et des textes complémentaires à celui-ci??. Des annotations datées, du copiste 


15 Éd. et trad. P. CABALLERO SÁNCHEZ, El Comentario de Juan Pediásimo a los «Cuerpos 
celestes» de Cleomedes (Nueva Roma, 48), Madrid, 2018. Il n'y a pas de copies de ce com- 
mentaire localisées à Thessalonique, mais une partie de la tradition est accompagnée par des 
textes qui y ont été produits (voir infra). On peut signaler que Jean Katrarés (à propos duquel 
voir infra) a copié les ff. 1r-54r du Vat. gr. 224, avec les Caelestia de Cléomede ; cf. BIAN- 
CONI, Tessalonica [voir n. 7], pp. 148-149 et 250. 

16 Ioannis Pediasimi in Aristotelis Analytica scholia selecta, éd. V. DE FALCO, Neapoli, 
1926, pp. 108.21-120.17. 

17 Ed. G. FRIEDLEIN, Die Geometrie des Pediasimus, Programm Ansbach, 1866. 

!8 Éd. A. J. H. VINCENT, Notes sur trois manuscrits grecs relatifs à la musique, avec 
une traduction francaise et des commentaires, dans Notices et extraits des manuscrits de la 
bibliothéque du Roi et d'autres bibliotheques ..., 16 (2) (1847), pp. 289-315 : citation tirée de 
p. 289. 

19 F, CUMONT, L'opuscule de Jean Pédiasimos, Περὶ ἑπταμήνων καὶ ἐννεαμήνων, dans Revue 
belge de philologie et d'histoire, 2 (1923), pp. 5-21 ; V. DE FALCO, In Ioannis Pediasimi 
libellum de partu septemmestri et novemmestri nondum editum, Neapoli, 1923 (qui contient 
en effet l'édition des deux écrits mentionnés). 

30 Le manuscrit contient : ff. 1r-2r Anonyme, De astrolabio ; Anonyme, ff. 2r-8r Psepho- 
phoria secundum Indos ; ff. 8r-9v adnotationes variae ; ff. 10r-24v Prolegomena ad Alma- 
gestum et adnotationes variae ; ff. 25r-80v scholia in Almagestum ; f. 81r-v adnotationes 
variae ; ff. 82r-220v Ptolémée, Almageste I-XIII (des. Claudii Ptolemaei opera quae exstant 
omnia, éd. I. L. HEIBERG — W. HÜBNER — F. LAMMERT, 3 vol. en 5 tomes, Lipsiae, 1898-1998, 
vol. L2, p. 589.7 ἀνωμαλίας). Sur ce manuscrit, voir A. TIHON, Nicolas Eudaimonoioannes, 
réviseur de l'Almageste ?, dans Byz, 73 (2003), pp. 151-159 + 160-161 ; D. BIANCONI, Libri 
e mani. Sulla formazione di alcune miscellanee dell'età dei Paleologi, dans Segno e Testo, 2 
(2004) [= E. Crıscı — O. PECERE (éds.), // codice miscellaneo. Tipologie e funzioni. Atti del 
Convegno internazionale Cassino 14-17 maggio 2003], pp. 311-363 : 330-333 (notamment, 
p. 331 n. 59, pour la distribution du travail parmi les quatre copistes, que Bianconi désigne 
avec les lettres de A à D) ; A. GIOFFREDA, Eudaimonoiannes. Scrittura e libri, dans Medioevo 
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A, se lisent au f. 9v (un folio supplémentaire à un quaternion) : l'une d'elles 
donne comme année courante le 1269/70 (κατὰ δὲ τὸ νῦν çyon ἔτος), 
l'autre le 1270/71 (κατὰ τὸ ἐνεστὸς ςψοῦ ἔτος). Il s'agit bien de la même 
main qui a commencé à écrire au f. Ir un traité de l’astrolabe et au f. 10r les 
Prolégoménes à l'Almageste (avec une encre différente et un ductus plus 
soigné). Une date dans le troisième quart du XIIF siècle pour le Vat. gr. 184 
et les autres exemplaires transcrits par ses copistes est tout à fait vraisem- 
blable?!. Le fait que les copistes ont eu accès à un modèle avec une recen- 
sion trés ancienne de l’Almageste (c'est le texte sur la base duquel Théon 
d'Alexandrie a rédigé son commentaire) suggére que la copie a été faite à 
Constantinople? et que Pédiasimos en a su voir la bonne qualité dés son 
arrivée (rappelons que vers 1270 il étudiait déjà dans la capitale de l'empire). 

Le Vat. gr. 184 porte en effet des notes autographes de Pédiasimos sur 
les Prolégomènes à l'Almageste et, bien moins fréquemment, sur l’Alma- 
geste lui-même”. Daniele Bianconi y a identifié aussi des annotations de la 
main de Jean Katrar&s”*, un érudit et copiste thessalonicien sur lequel nous 


Greco, 19 (2019), sous presse (les deux feuillets qui manquent à la fin du Vat. gr. 184 sont 
les ff. 201-202 du Vat. gr. 1882 ; l'annotateur principal du manuscrit, Nicolas Eudaimo- 
noioannes, doit être daté au deuxième quart du XIV* siècle). 

21 Sur ce groupe de manuscrits, qui partagent et les copistes et quelques traits codicolo- 
giques, voir en dernier lieu I. PÉREZ MARTIN, The Transmission of Some Writings by Psellos in 
Thirteenth-century Constantinople, dans A. RIGO — P. ERMILOV — M. TRIZIO (éds.), Theologica 
Minora: The Minor Genres of Byzantine Theological Literature (Byzantioc. Studies in Byzan- 
tine History and Civilization, 8), Turnhout, 2013, pp. 159-174 + 180-185 : 171-172. 

2 Les autres manuscrits indépendants de cette famille textuelle de l’A/mageste sont le Vat. 
gr. 180 (X° siècle) et le Marc. gr. 303 (fin XIII - début XIV* siècle, en partie en écriture 
d’imitation) ; HEIBERG (dans Ptolemaei opera omnia [voir n. 20], vol. IL, pp. CXXIX-CXXXIV) 
souligne la stricte parenté des Marc. gr. 303 et 311 et du Vat. gr. 184, pour lesquels il postule 
un modéle commun (mais vois infra). Noter que la premiere partie du Vat. gr. 184, le début 
de l'A/mageste inclus (le traité commence au f. 82r), est sûrement un apographe du Vat. gr. 
1594 (troisiéme quart du IX* siécle, longtemps rattaché à la “collection philosophique"), qui 
est toujours resté à Constantinople avant de passer en Occident (la transition d'un modéle à 
l'autre a lieu à l'intérieur d'un quaternion "enrichi" de maniére tout à fait non canonique et 
présentant d'autres anomalies : ce sont les ff. 90-99 du Vat. gr. 184). 

23 BIANCONI, Libri e mani [voir n. 20], p. 331. Pédiasimos a annoté les ff. 7r, 8r, 12v-13v, 
14r, 18r-20r, 82r. Il s'agit de corrections dans et sur la ligne, de titres, d'intégrations ou de 
textes trés courts, sauf la scholie aux ff. 12v-13r et la premiere scholie du f. 82r (pour ce 
dernier voir aussi infra). Il faut remarquer que ni les Éléments (que Pédiasimos a annotés dans 
le Laur. Plut. 28.2 et dans le Bodleianus D’Orville 301) ni l'A/mageste (Vat. gr. 184) ne se 
trouvent dans le Vat. gr. 191, une vaste encyclopédie scientifique qu'il a assemblée et annotée 
entre la fin du XIII et le début du XIV* siècle (sur ce manuscrit, voir en dernier lieu F. ACERBI, 
Byzantine Recensions of Greek Mathematical and Astronomical Texts: A Survey, dans Estudios 
bizantinos, 4 (2016), pp. 133-213 : 192-195). Il s'agit de trois volumes scientifiques qui ont 
sûrement appartenu à l’hypatos, formant un corpus complet. 

# L'identification est suggérée dans TiHON, Nicolas Eudaimonoioannes [voir n. 20], p. 152, 
et confirmée dans BIANCONI, Libri e mani [voir n. 20], p. 331 n. 60 ; voir IDEM, Tessalonica 
[voir n. 7], pp. 150-151, 250 et tav. 16b. Il nous semble en outre trés “thessalonicien” que 
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allons revenir : ce fait suggére que le codex a été amené à Thessalonique 
par Pédiasimos et qu'il y est resté aprés sa mort. 

Mais il y a plus : une indication τοῦ ὑπάτου de Katrares identifie Pédia- 
simos comme l'auteur d'une scholie aux ff. 12v-13r (Texte 1 dans l'Annexe) 
[Planches 1-2]. Katrarés, conscient de la paternité des notes, était donc 
capable de reconnaitre la main de Pédiasimos. Bien qu'il soit fort probable 
que Katrarés l'ait connu, il n'a pas eu Pédiasimos comme enseignant 
puisqu'il assure, comme nous allons le voir, avoir étudié tout seul l'astro- 
nomie. Il est intéressant d'ajouter que le Vat. gr. 184 a servi de modéle pour 
la restauration du Marc. gr. 311 (Almageste)? effectuée par Nikolaos 
Triklinés, et, méme dans la partie ancienne (f. 26r), pour la transcription 
d'une scholie que Pédiasimos lui-méme avait consignée dans le f. 82r du 
Vat. gr. 184 (Texte 2 dans l'Annexe) ; le transcripteur ajoute l'indication 
τοῦ ὑπάτου”6, Il s'agit de la seule annotation connue de Pédiasimos qui soit 
identifiée, une fois copiée dans un autre manuscrit, par l’indication τοῦ ὑπά- 
του sans qu'elle le soit dans l'original. Ce fait et l'indication τοῦ ὑπάτου de 


x 


Katrarés apportent une confirmation supplémentaire à l'identification de 
l'écriture de Pédiasimos, qui peut désormais étre considérée un fait acquis. 
Il est donc presque sár que le Vat. gr. 184 soit resté à Thessalonique aprés 
la mort de l'Aypatos?' ; comme nous venons de le voir, le manuscrit y 
est venu en possession de Jean Katrarés, un érudit sur lequel nous allons 
concentrer notre attention. 


Jean Katrarés ait ajouté au f. 81v le εἰς Πτολεμαῖον ἐπίγραμμα (= AG App. 111.146) et au 
début de l'A/mageste (f. 82r) l'épigramme AG IX.577 sur Ptolémée (sur celle-ci, voir en 
dernier lieu ACERBI, Types, Function [voir n. 3], p. 134). 

25 BIANCONI, Tessalonica [voir n. 7], pp. 132-133. HEIBERG (Ptolemaei opera omnia [voir 
n. 20], vol. IL, pp. CXXIX-CXXXIV) est trop prudent dans son analyse des relations entre le Vat. 
gr. 184 et le Marc. gr. 311 : les variantes qu'il enregistre et les données que nous venons de 
présenter montrent bien que le manuscrit de la Marciana est une copie de celui de la Vaticane. 

26 HEIBERG (Ptolemaei opera omnia [voir n. 20], vol. II, p. CXXX) avait déjà publié cette 
scholie, sur la base du seul Marc. gr. 311, et l'avait justement attribuée à Pédiasimos ; ce qui 
lui avait échappé est que l'original se trouve dans le Vat. gr. 184. Cette omission s'explique 
par le fait que Heiberg a collationné le manuscrit Vatican seulement pour les livres VII-XIII. 

27 L'Almageste n'était pas le seul ouvrage de Ptolémée qui circulait à Thessalonique ; la 
main d'un autre scribe du cercle triclinien, le copiste F, a été identifiée dans un manuscrit des 
Harmoniques de Manuel Bryennios et de Ptolemée (Par. gr. 2461, ff. 1r-93r et 94v-149r 
respectivement) : O. L. SMITH, Tricliniana II, dans Classica et Mediaevalia, 43 (1992), pp. 187- 
229. Le manuscrit a appartenu à Joseph Bryennios, qui en 1421 légua ses livres au Patriarcat 
de Constantinople. L'inventaire du don se lit dans K. A. MANAPHES, Ai ἐν Κωνσταντινουπόλει 
βιβλιοθῆκαι αὐτοκρατορικαὶ καὶ πατριαρχική, καὶ περὶ τῶν Ev αὑταῖς χειρογράφων μέχρι τῆς 
ἁλώσεως (1453). Μελέτη φιλολογική, Athina, 1972, pp. 156-157. La mention d'un βιβλίον 
ἄλλο Ev, f| μουσικὴ Μανουὴλ. Βρυεννίου, Πτολεμαίου Ἁρμονικῶν βιβλία τρία καὶ τὸ Hep- 
σικὸν πρόχειρον décrit parfaitement le contenu du Par. gr. 2461, qui se clót avec la Syntaxis 
Persica de Georges Chrysokokkès et les Tables Persanes. 
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JEAN KATRARES 


Katrarés est une figure complexe de copiste-érudit avec un clair penchant 
pour l'astronomie, qu'il a apprise en autodidacte?®. Ce que nous savons de 
sa personnalité intellectuelle et de sa vie vient exclusivement des œuvres 
qu'il a composées? et des manuscrits qu'il a copiés (et parfois souscrits et 
datés). Il semble qu'il n'ait jamais quitté Thessalonique, oü il était associé 
au cercle savant de Démétrios Triklinios. 

Quant à son travail sur le Vat. gr. 184, notre analyse permet de préciser 
la nature de toutes ses interventions : il a ajouté des titres aux ff. 10v-11r, 
15v, 16v, 20v-21v, 25r, 107v ; il a annoté les ff. 11r-v (diagrammes et une 
intégration), 12v (indication τοῦ ὑπάτου en téte d'une scholie de Pédiasi- 
mos), 13v (diagramme), 15v (courte annotation, tableau de multiplication), 
16v (tableau de division), 18v (diagramme), 19r-v (tableau de multiplication, 
diagramme, des corrections numériques), 22r (tableaux de calcul de qua- 
trieme proportionnelle, scholie), 22v (corrections, courtes annotations), 36r 
(trés courte annotation), 80v-81r (texte sur la structure du systeme sexagé- 
simal), 81v (εἰς Πτολεμαῖον ἐπίγραμμα [AG App. III.146]) ; série d'items 
d'argument philosophique et mathématique qui passent de maniére graduelle 
de la théorie des catégories à celle des nombres et à des questions de géo- 
métrie élémentaire), 82r (ajout de l'épigramme sur Ptolémée [AG IX.577]), 
85r (définition de “temps moyens"), 85v (une trés courte description d'un 
astrolabe et un texte sur les rapports entre figures planes et solides et sur les 
grandeurs incommensurables)%, 86v (très courte annotation), 87r (très courte 


2 C'est Katrarés lui-méme qui le déclare dans la souscription du Vat. gr. 175, f. 158v, 
transcrite dans A. TURYN, Codices Graeci Vaticani saeculis XIII et XIV scripti annorumque 
notis instructi (Codices e Vaticanis selecti quam simillime expressi, 28), Città del Vaticano, 
1964, p. 124. Sur Katrares, voir PLP, n? 11544 ; BIANCONI, Tessalonica [voir n. 7], pp. 141- 
156 et 250 ; IDEM, Qualcosa di nuovo su Giovanni Catrario, dans Medioevo Greco, 6 (2006), 
pp. 69-91. 

2 Ce sont une satyre anacréontique addressée contre un moine Néophytos (que l'on iden- 
tifie à Néophytos Prodroménos : voir infra) et un drame, dont nous lisons seulement un 
fragment : G. DE ANDRES -- 1. IRIGOIN — W. HÖRANDNER, Johannes Katrares und seine dra- 
matisch-poetische Produktion, dans JOB, 23 (1974), pp. 201-214. 

9? Ces deux longues notes, qui n'ont rien à faire avec le texte principal qui les précéde et 
les suit, occupent une moitié abondante d'une page qui, pour le reste, contient d'abord 5 lignes 
et demi avec Almageste 1.9 en entier, Ptolemaei opera omnia [voir n. 20], vol. 1.1, pp. 30.18- 
31.6, et ensuite 8 lignes (indication dans la marge ἐνταῦθα τὸ ζητούμενον ὄπισθεν βλέπε 
[signe]) avec une partie de texte (c'est la fin d’Almageste 1.1, ibidem, p. 8.1 τῶν -16) omise 
au f. 82r, où nous lisons l’indication ζήτει τὸ λεῖπον ἔμπροσθεν περὶ τὴν τοῦ θ᾽ κεφαλαίου 
σελίδα ὅπου τὸ σημεῖον ἔνεστι τόδε [méme signe]. Le f. 86r commence avec le début d’A/- 
mageste 1.10 : le copiste du Vat. gr. 184 (main A, à l'occurrence) a dû s'apercevoir qu'il avait 
omis du texte et a laissé (beaucoup) d'espace libre pour remédier à sa faute. Notons que les 
ff. 85-86 sont le bifolio central du quaternion qui commence avec le début de l'A/mageste. 
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annotation), 87v (anecdote sur Archiméde recyclant celle de Thalés sur la 
mesure des pyramides), 88v (correction de valeurs numériques dans une 
table d'A/mageste 1.10), 139v (ajout de titres d'une table, une scholie), 150v 
(courte annotation [incompléte]), 183r, 184v, 187v (les interventions sur ces 
trois pages sont des ajouts de nombres et de titres dans des tables d’Alma- 
geste IX.4), 207v-209r (ajout de titres dans des tables d’Almageste X1.11). 
Katrarés a aussi tracé plusieurs diagrammes qui faisaient défaut et corrigé 
de nombreux passages infra lineam. 

Le Vat. gr. 184 n'est pas le seul manuscrit scientifique oü Katrares a fait 
courir son calame, car il a copié les Tables faciles de Ptolémée et le “petit 
commentaire" de Théon dans le Vat. gr. 175. La qualité de ce manuscrit est 
mise en évidence par l'excellence calligraphique de ses copistes, l'emploi 
du parchemin et la générosité des marges et de l'interligne. Il préserve une 
miscellanée?! assez particuliere ; méme si à la rigueur seulement la copie 
des Tables faciles est datée explicitement au 1321/22 (f. 158v)*?, il n'y a 
aucune raison de supposer que les autres parties du codex aient été copiées 
à une date éloignée de celle-là. Ces textes sont : une modeste collection 
d'extraits de Strabon (ff. 1v-8v : tit. Σύνοψις τῶν κόλπων τῆς καθ᾽ ἡμᾶς 
οἰκουμένης ; marg. ἐκλεγεῖσα ἐκ τῆς γεωγραφίας Στράβωνος”) ; le 
dialogue anonyme Hermippus, sive de astrologia (ff. 9r-38r), qui esquisse 
un petit *systéme du monde" en combinant des arguments d'astrologie, 


31 Signatures des cahiers : dans l'angle inférieur externe du premier folio recto du cin- 
quième fascicule (δ΄) et dans l'angle inférieur interne du dernier folio verso du premier 
fascicule (α΄) et de la série du sixième au vingtième (ε΄ à ιθ΄). Au contraire de ce que le prétend 
le catalogue (G. MERCATI — P. FRANCHI DE’ CAVALIERI, Codices Vaticani Graeci. Tomus 1. 
Codices 1-329, Città del Vaticano, 1923, p. 202), ce n'est pas par erreur que la deuxiéme 
séquence de signatures (sans aucun doute de la main de Katrarés lui-méme) est décalée d'une 
unité par rapport au numéro d'ordre actuel des fascicules : les raisons en sont tout simplement 
que l'Hermippus est une unité codicologique et textuelle indépendante et que le premier 
cahier a été ajouté aprés coup, comme le rend déjà fort probable son contenu hétéroclite. 
Bien que les Tables faciles commencent sur un nouveau cahier, cela montre que la βίβλον à 
laquelle se référe la souscription contenait aussi le “petit commentaire" et une partie des 
matériaux astronomiques additionnels qui le suivent. 

32 Sur ce manuscrit voir TURYN, Codices Graeci Vaticani [voir n. 28], pp. 124-130 et 
planches 97, 98 et 190d ; BIANCONI, Tessalonica [voir n. 7], pp. 151-156 et 254. Sur les 
copistes du Vat. gr. 175, voir RGK III, n? 279 (Jean Katrarés) et n? 258 (Isidore de Kiev). Les 
ff. 9r-38r sont d'une main anonyme appelée par Turyn scriba Hermippeus, qui a collaboré 
avec Katrarés en d'autres occasions (cf. BIANCONI, Tessalonica [voir n. 7], pp. 146-147, 154-156 
et 254). 

33 Auxquels s'ajoute à la fin (f. 8v) un extrait sur I’ astrolabe ; cf. F. LASSERRE, Etude sur 
les extraits médiévaux de Strabon suivie d'un traité inédit de Michel Psellus, dans L'Antiquité 
Classique, 28 (1959), pp. 32-79 : 51-53 ; A. DILLER, The Textual Tradition of Strabo's Geo- 
graphy. With Appendix: The Manuscripts of Eustathius’? Commentary on Dionysius Periegetes, 
Amsterdam, 1975, p. 91. 
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d'astronomie élémentaire et de philosophie naturelle? ; le “petit commen- 
taire" de Théon (ff. 40r-68v 1. 3 ab imo), un texte qui a subi plusieurs révi- 
sions à Byzance, principalement à cause de son lexique et de sa syntaxe, 
qui étaient perçus comme non satisfaisants® ; les Tables faciles de Ptolémée 
(ff. 81r-158v). Des matériaux astronomiques additionnels se trouvent aux 
ff. 68v-76v et 78v-79r et aux ff. 1r, 39r, 79v-80v, ces derniers en origine 
laissés vides. 

Dans le cas du Vat. gr. 175, c'est Katrarés lui-méme qui a révisé le “petit 
commentaire”. Les quelques scholies ἃ ce traité que nous pouvons lui 
attribuer (dix annotations, aux ff. 40r, 41r-v, 42r-v, 46r, 49v ; ses annotations 
aux Tables faciles se trouvent aux ff. 81r, 82r, 84v, 86r) apportent quelques 
précisions en tirant de l'A/mageste des éléments d'information additionnels ; 
dans un cas (f. 49v), l'annotation consiste en quatre textes sans aucune rela- 
tion mutuelle, ni avec le chapitre du “petit commentaire" à la fin duquel elle 
est insérée. Cette derniére caractéristique se retrouve, comme le montre le 
relevé que nous avons donné plus haut, dans les annotations que Katrarés a 
consignées dans les marges ou dans des espaces vides de taille dans le Vat. 
gr. 184. La plupart des autres annotations que Katrarés a transcrites dans le 
Vat. gr. 175 [Planche 3, f. 75r] ne montrent aucun signe d'élaboration per- 
sonnelle ; elles dérivent de la compilation de courts textes astronomiques 
autonomes (dont une petite partie remonte au XI* siécle), qui complétent 
en quelque sorte certaines sections du “petit commentaire" de Théon et que 
nous lisons, organisés en des recueils de contenu varié, dans un certain nombre 
de manuscrits, principalement du XIV? siécle?". On peut dresser le méme 
bilan quant à l'originalité des annotations d'Isidore de Kiev qui, un siécle 
environ après la copie du Vat. gr. 175, en est entré en possession**, 


34 Anonymi christiani Hermippus De astrologia dialogus, éd. W. KROLL — P. VIERECK, 
Lipsiae, 1895. 

35 Ed. A. THON, Le “Petit Commentaire" de Théon d'Alexandrie aux Tables Faciles de 
Ptolémée (ST, 282), Città del Vaticano, 1978. 

36 Ibidem, pp. 15-41. 

37 Ces textes procéduraux copiés par Katrarés se lisent, en tant que texte principal, aux 
ff. 68v-76v, 78v-79r ; ce sont les n? 79, 59, 61, 22, 81, 7, 6, 95, 83, 100, 88, 70 de la liste 
dans TIHON, Le "Petit Commentaire" [voir n. 35], pp. 359-369. Ces textes n'ont jamais été 
étudiés dans leur ensemble. 

38 D’après le catalogue (Codices Vaticani Graeci. Tomus I [voir n. 31], p. 202 ; mais voir 
aussi les réserves de TURYN, Codices Graeci Vaticani [voir n. 28], pp. 128-129), sur le papier 
qui couvre l'intérieur du contre-plat Isidore a écrit : + kai τ«αύτην To>idopos ἀνέγνω 
βίβλον. L'analyse paléographique des scholies montre qu'il s'agit bien de la main d'Isidore 
de Kiev, qui a rempli d'annotations des pages vides aux ff. 1r (année courante 1336/37 ; un de 
ces textes est le n° 34 de la liste dans TIHON, Le "Petit Commentaire" [voir n. 35], pp. 359- 
369), 39r (n? 47, 55 de la méme liste), 79v-81r (année indiquée 1318/19 ; n? 78, 16, 4, 15, 42) ; 
il a aussi apposé des scholies au “petit commentaire", aux ff. 40r-v, 43r-47v, 49r, 50ν-511, 
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DEMETRIOS TRIKLINIOS ET LE TRAITÉ SUR LES PHASES DE LA LUNE 


Katrarés a été longtemps connu comme collaborateur de Démétrios Trikli- 
nios, actif comme lui pendant les premiers décennies du XIV* siècle. Comme 
on le sait, Triklinios était un spécialiste de poésie ancienne et notamment de 
métrique??, mais ils nous a légué un traité sur les phases de la Lune“, ses 
aspects par rapport aux signes zodiacaux et, surtout, sur les figures (σχή- 
ματα) qui semblent dessinées en silhouette sur sa surface visible. Triklinios 
a employé une variété de sources anciennes, élaborées de maniére à donner 
lieu à une exposition avec plusieurs traits d'originalité (par exemple, il 
renomme les douze phases de la Lune), quoique dépourvue de toute préten- 
tion de scientificité. Le texte contient une affirmation explicite de l'origine 
thessalonicienne de l'auteur (la seule que les sources nous livrent), conjointe 
avec la mention d'un « excellent peintre [γραφεύς] » appelé Jean Astrapas, 
peut-étre lié avec les Astrapas peintres qui circulaient à Ochrid et à Thessa- 
lonique pendant la première moitié du XIV* siécle*!. 

Le traité sur les phases de la Lune est dans quelques manuscrits accom- 
pagné par d'autres figures et textes, constituant ainsi un petit recueil hété- 
rogene mais dont la cohésion est assurée par le róle important des images. 
Le témoin le plus ancien, le Monac. gr. 482, a été copié par Néophytos 
Prodroménos pendant le troisi&me quart du XIV* siécle?. Le manuscrit 


53r, 54r, 55v-57r, 58r-v, 59v, 61r-63v, 651, et à certains textes procéduraux copiés par Katrarés, 
aux ff. 75r, 76r-v, 78v. 

3 La bibliographie sur le róle de Triklinios dans la transmission de la poésie ancienne est 
immense ; voir spécifiquement A. TURYN, Demetrius Triclinius and the Planudean Anthology, 
dans EEBS, 39-40 (1972-73), pp. 403-450 ; une mise au point dans BIANCONI, Tessalonica 
[voir n. 7], pp. 91-118. 

40 Éd. A. WASSERSTEIN, An Unpublished Treatise by Demetrius Triclinius on Lunar Theory, 
dans JÓB, 16 (1967), pp. 153-174. 

^! Un Astrapas était en plus le propriétaire d'une copie richement illustrée de la Géographie 
de Ptolémée (Marc. gr. 516) ; cf. I. FURLAN, ΙΙ libro enciclopedico di maestro Astrapas, dans 
A. IACOBINI — M. DELLA VALLE (éds.), L'arte di Bisanzio e l'Italia al tempo dei Paleologi 
1261-1453, Roma, 1999, pp. 113-123. 

42 CABALLERO SÁNCHEZ, El Comentario [voir n. 15], p. 96, distingue une unité codicologique 
du troisième quart du XIII" siècle (ff. 96r-172v) et une unité codicologique du XIV* siècle 
(ff. 1r-95v et 173r-252v). Identification de la main, sans aucune indication quant à sa locali- 
sation, dans B. MONDRAIN, La constitution de corpus d’Aristote et de ses commentateurs aux 
XIIF et XIV* siécles, dans Codices Manuscripti, 29 (2000), pp. 11-33 : 15. Prodroménos a en 
effet transcrit le texte principal aux ff. 1r-6v (restauration), 56v-95v, 170v-252v, et apposé des 
scholies ou tracé des figures un peu partout (celles aux ff. 10v et 30v-31r sont sur des pages 
vides). Le manuscrit contient plusieurs feuilles additionnelles ; Prodroménos a aussi ajouté 
des bandes de papier aux ff. 1-95, afin de rendre le format de ces folios compatible avec celui 
des folios qui suivent. Plusieurs séries de signatures superposées montrent le caractère diffé- 
rentiel de la copie. Sur Néophytos, voir PLP, n? 19254 (Μομιτζίλας Νεόφυτος), et RGK II, 
n? 411 ; MI, n° 481. 
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contient les Caelestia de Cléoméde (ff. 1r-70v) suivis des scholies de Pédia- 
simos sur ceux-ci (ff. 71r-89v) et de notre recueil (ff. 89v-95v), et ensuite 
VIntroduction à l'arithmétique de Nicomaque (ff. 96r-169v, copiée dans le 
troisième quart du XII siècle), enrichie par des matériaux supplémentaires 
(ff. 169v-172v), et le commentaire de Philopon sur celle-ci (ff. 173r-252v) ; 
il s'agit donc d'un manuscrit isagogique. Le recueil, qui enchaine sans 
solution de continuité avec les scholies de Pédiasimos, commence avec 
deux notes qui lui sont attribuées : la premiére explique deux "algorithmes" 
différents pour associer chacun des sept jours de la semaine (dans leur ordre 
usuel) à la planéte qui a un nom latin correspondant (les planétes sont aussi 
données dans leur ordre usuel ; le Soleil et la Lune sont inclus, comme il se 
doit)? ; la deuxiéme note décrit la réforme du calendrier mise en ceuvre par 
Jules César^. Ces deux notes sont en réalité des extraits de l'épitomé de 
Xiphilinus de Dion Cassius (Historiae Romanae XXXVII.18-19 et XLIII.26). 
Pédiasimos a trouvé le premier extrait, marqué par une annotation de Planude, 
dans une copie de l'épitomé annotée par Planude lui-méme (Hagion Oros, 
Moné Ivirôn 812)5, le deuxième dans l'exemplaire planudéen de Cléoméde 
(Edinburgh, National Library of Scotland, Adv. 18.7.15)* ; l'emplacement 
de ces extraits à la fin des scholies à Cléoméde est donc presque sürement 
dû à Pédiasimos lui-même. 

Le premier extrait contient en réalité deux arguments (appelés πρῶτος 
λόγος et δεύτερος λόγος dans la marge du Monac. gr. 482), chacun illustré 
par un diagramme (σχῆμα), qui se trouvent respectivement aux ff. 90v et 
91r du méme manuscrit [Planche 4, f. 91r]. L’ "algorithme" représenté par 
le deuxiéme diagramme emploie les 24 heures du jour comme relais entre les 
sept planétes et les sept jours de la semaine. Le titre indique que ce diagramme 
a été conçu par Nikolaos Kabasilas (f. 91r : σχῆμα τοῦ δευτέρου λόγου. 
ἐπινόημα δὲ τοῦ κυροῦ Νικολάου τοῦ Καβασίλα). Or, il arrive que le 
diagramme de Kabasilas pose des problémes et une scholie anonyme 
explique comment construire un autre figure “plus claire” (inc. iotéov ὡς 


4 Monac. gr. 482, f. 89v : tit. τοῦ αὐτοῦ ὑπάτου τῶν φιλοσόφων. Inc. τὸ εἰς τοὺς ἀστέ- 
pas τοὺς ἑπτά des. f. 90r ταῦτα μὲν οὕτω παραδέδοται. 

^ Inc. f. 90r : ὃ δὲ Καῖσαρ, ἐνομοθέτησεν ἄλλα τε πολλὰ καὶ τὰς ἡμέρας τῶν ἐτῶν 
des. μιᾶς ἄλλης ἡμέρας ἐμβολίμου δέονται. Ces deux textes sont édités et commentés dans 
F. ACERBI, / problemi aritmetici attribuiti a Demetrio Cidone ed Isacco Argiro, dans Estudios 
bizantinos, 5 (2017), pp. 131-206 : Texte 7 et p. 139 n. 33 ; voir aussi Texte 2 et p. 136 n. 16 
pour la scholie anonyme mentionnée dans le prochain paragraphe. 

45 I. PEREZ MARTIN, The Role of Maximos Planudes and Nikephoros Gregoras in the 
Transmission of Cassius Dio's Roman History and of John Xiphilinos’ Epitome, dans Medioevo 
Greco, 15 (2015), pp. 175-193 : 186-187. 

46 Voir A. TURYN, Dated Greek Manuscripts of the Thirteenth and Fourteenth Centuries 
in the Libraries of Great Britain (DOS, 17), Washington (D.C.), 1980, pp. 57-59 et planches 41, 
42 et 105c ; CABALLERO SÁNCHEZ, ΕΙ Comentario [voir n. 15], p. 41. 
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οὐδείς πω τόδε τὸ τοῦ δευτέρου σχῆμα λόγου κατὰ τὸν ῥηθέντα λόγον 
ὠργάνωσεν. ἐγὼ δ᾽ ἀνελίξας πολλάκις εἰς νοῦν), que nous trouvons en 
effet au f. 91v du manuscrit. En réalité, la figure “plus claire" se limite à 
représenter en ligne droite des suites de "cellules" contenant les signes des 
planétes qui sont arrangées sur des arcs de cercle dans le diagramme de 
Kabasilas. À l'intérieur de cette figure Néophytos a écrit ὅτι oi £v τῷ κάτω 
τῷδε κύκλῳ διὰ τοῦ μέλανος τεθέντες ἀριθμοὶ ai Kö’ εἰσὶ τῆς ἡμέρας 
ὧραι, oi δὲ ἄνωθεν τῆς πρώτης ὥρας διὰ τοῦ ἐρυθροῦ γραφέντες ai ἑπτά 
εἰσι τῆς ἑβδομάδος ἡμέραι ἀπὸ τῆς ἑβδόμης καὶ τοῦ Κρόνου ἀρχόμεναι. 
Il n'est pas exclu que ce soit Néophytos lui-méme qui a amélioré la figure 
de Kabasilas. 

La page suivante (f. 92r) montre encore une figure, cette fois-ci expliquée 
par le traité de Triklinios : ce sont les douze phases de la Lune et les douze 
signes du zodiaque que la Lune traverse ; de fait, ceux-ci sont une partie de 
la sphére des étoiles fixes (ἀπλανὴς σφαῖρα dans le diagramme)”. Ainsi 
donc, ce recueil de textes, rattaché à une famille de la transmission du com- 
mentaire de Pédiasimos à Cléoméde, rassemble l'apport de trois érudits 
thessaloniciens sur l'influence la plus évidente que les mouvements des 
astres ont sur la vie humaine. Le troisiéme érudit sera l'objet de la prochaine 
section. 


NIKOLAOS KABASILAS 


οἱ Pédiasimos est mort vers 1310-14, Nikolaos Kabasilas, né vers 1322 à 
Thessalonique*, est trop jeune pour l'avoir connu. Cependant, sa correspon- 
dance prouve qu'il connaissait au moins un membre de la famille Triklinios, 
qui apporta une lettre de Kabasilas à son pére (epist. 2) de Constantinople, 
où celui-ci étudiait, à Thessalonique?. En effet, vers la fin des années 1330, 


47 Sous la figure, Néophytos a écrit : ἐπινενόηται καὶ τοῦτο τὸ σχῆμα καὶ ταυτὶ προσ- 
δήλωσιν γέγραπται παρὰ κυροῦ Δημητρίου τοῦ Τρικλινίου, et ensuite le texte de Triklinios 
commence. Un diagramme supplémentaire, qui répresente les figures sur la surface de la Lune, 
se trouve seulement dans le Par. gr. 2381, f. 78. Les deux diagrammes sont reproduits dans 
Wasserstein, Unpublished Treatise [voir n. 40], en face de p. 161. 

^* Sur Nikolaos Kabasilas (PLP, n? 30539), voir Y. SPITERIS — C. G. CONTICELLO, Nicola 
Cabasilas Chamaetos, dans TB, I, Turnhout, 2002, pp. 315-396. Ces auteurs remarquent (p. 321) 
que Kabasilas « réussit à harmoniser en lui l'intérét pour la culture profane avec une intense 
spiritualité ». 
kers Nikolaos Kabasilas. Kommentierte Textausgabe, dans BZ, 46 (1953), pp. 18-46 ; la chro- 
nologie des lettres et l'édition elle-m&me ont été discutées par R.-J. LOENERTZ, Chronologie de 
Nicolas Cabasilas 1345-1354, dans OCP, 21 (1955), pp. 205-231 ; voir aussi I. SEVCENKO, 
Nicolaus Cabasilas’ Correspondence and the Treatment of Late Byzantine Literary texts, dans 
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Nikolaos, par amour pour son oncle maternel (Neilos Kabasilas, métropolite 
de Thessalonique en 1361-62) et de la culture, avait quitté sa ville natale et 
s'était installé à Constantinople (epist. 1)°°. Parmi ses exercices de rhétorique, 
la lettre 3 de Kabasilas nous apprend qu'il avait écrit un enkómion de Saint 
Démétrios (que nous lisons encore), présenté à un concours sous l'égide de 
Vhypatos tôn philosophón, qu'on identifie avec Jean Amparés, megas charto- 
phylax de Constantinople en 1351-5451. Nikolaos n'avait pas encore terminé 
la correction de son éloge qu'il était déjà plongé dans ses études d'astrono- 
mie : la lettre 4 nous informe sur le malaise qui a atteint le jeune homme et 
dont l’origine se trouve dans ces études (en particulier, l'A/mageste de Pto- 
lémée) ; celles-ci lui ont causé des maux de tête et une forte fièvre”. Il est 
bien probable que la lettre parle du commentaire au Livre III de l'A/mageste 
que Kabasilas a composé pour compenser la perte de celui qu'avait écrit 
Théon d'Alexandrie??. C'est ce texte que nous lisons intégré à la grande 
restauration byzantine du commentaire de Théon que nous consignent le 
Vat. gr. 198 de Malachias (transcrit pendant la décennie 1370-80) et le 


BZ, 47 (1954), pp. 49-59 (réimpr. IDEM, Society and Intellectual Life in Late Byzantium, 
London, 1981). Nous utilisons l'édition de M.-H. CONGOURDEAU, Correspondance de Nicolas 
Cabasilas, Paris, 2010, p. 9, qui a inséré les corrections de Loenertz et Sevéenko dans le texte. 

50 Ὁ μὲν τοῦ θαυμαστοῦ θείου καὶ τῶν λόγων ἔπεισεν ἔρως τὴν οἰκείαν ἀφέντα τὴν 
ἀλλοτρίαν ἑλέσθαι (epist. 1, 11. 2-3, CONGOURDEAU, Correspondance [voir n. 49], p. 3). 
L'interprétation habituelle est que Kabasilas, à l'époque un étudiant de la rhétorique, a suivi 
à Constantinople son oncle Neilos, qui lui enseignait la matiére : voir le commentaire de 
CONGOURDEAU, ibidem, p. 214 ; sur Neilos, voir PLP, n? 10102. 

31 CoNGOURDEAU, Correspondance [voir n. 49], p. 209 ; SPITERIS — CONTICELLO, Nicola 
Cabasilas [voir n. 48], p. 334. Une édition accessible de l'enkómion a été procurée par B. LAOUR- 
DAS, Νικολάου Καβάσιλα προσφώνημα καὶ ἐπιγράμματα εἰς ἅγιον Δημήτριον, dans EEBS, 22 
(1952), pp. 97-105. Sur Ampares, qui signa le tomos de 1351, voir PLP, n? 800. 

? CoNGOURDEAU, Correspondance [voir n. 49], p. 19 (epist. 4, 1. 6-17) : Ἀσκληπιάδαι δὲ 
χρῆσθαι μὲν ἐκέλευον ὕδατι καὶ τροφαῖς ὕδατι προσηκούσαις, μαθημάτων δὲ ἀπῆγον: 
τὴν γὰρ περὶ ταῦτα μελέτην πλεῖστα δύνασθαι τὴν νόσον ἐγείρειν. ἔφασκον δὲ καὶ τὴν 
ἀρχὴν αὐτῇ φανερῶς ἐντεῦθεν γενέσθαι. τῆς γὰρ περὶ τοὺς ἀστέρας ἐπιστήμης, ἧς πατὴρ 
Πτολεμαῖος, ἣν 'Σύνταξιν᾽ καλοῦσι, ταύτης ἡμμένῳ σπουδὴ μὲν ἦν πλείων ἢ πρόσθεν: 
ἤλγει δὲ N κεφαλὴ καὶ πυρετὸς εὐθὺς θαυμαστός. ἐγὼ δὲ μὴ συνιδὼν ὅθεν ἢ ALS τὸ κακόν, 
αὖθις ἦν ἐν τοῖς αὐτοῖς. ἐπέδωκε μὲν f] νόσος, ἐγὼ δὲ τῶν βιβλίων οὐδὲν ἧττον εἰχόμην, 
ἕως σφοδρά τις f] νόσος ἐμπεσοῦσα οὕτως ἡμᾶς παρεσκεύασεν ἔχειν óc μηδὲ βουλοµέ- 
νους ἔτι δύνασθαι μελετᾶν. 

55 Le Livre III du commentaire de Théon n'est pas perdu, mais son unique témoin, le 
vetustissimus Laur. Plut. 28.18, est passé en Occident, pour y rester, avant 1295 : A. ROME, 
Un manuscrit de la bibliothéque de Boniface VIII à la Médicéenne de Florence, dans L'Anti- 
quité Classique, 7 (1938), pp. 261-270 ; état des lieux sur la question de la bibliothéque de 
Boniface VIII dans F. ACERBI — G. VUILLEMIN-DIEM, La transmission du savoir grec en Occident. 
Guillaume de Moerbeke, le Laur. Plut. 87.25 (Themistius, in De an.) et la bibliothéque de 
Boniface VIII (Mediaevalia Lovaniensia, 49), Leuven, 2019, sect. 8. 

^ Identification du copiste dans B. MONDRAIN, L'ancien empereur Jean VI Cantacuzene 
et ses copistes, dans A. RIGO (éd.), Gregorio Palamas e oltre. Studi e documenti sulle contro- 
versie teologiche del XIV secolo bizantino, Firenze, 2004, pp. 249-296 : 292. 
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Marc. στ. 310%, transcrit peut-être une décennie avant par Isaak Argyros?6. 
Il s'agit d'un travail d'écolier avancé, dépourvu d'originalité et dont la 
longueur est en partie justifiée par le fait que Kabasilas cite, soit de manière 
littérale soit en le paraphrasant, le texte entier de Ptolémée, à la seule exclu- 
sion des descriptions des données d'observation?". Le reste du commentaire 
consiste en des explications trés élémentaires et en de simples arguments 
géométriques, qui d'ailleurs se bornent souvent à répéter en les amplifiant 
ceux que Ptolémée expose. Aucune source ancienne n'est discernable : 
Nikolaos n'avait donc que le texte de Ptolémée devant lui, et c'est l'effort 
pour le suivre et l'expliquer qui a certainement provoqué sa poussée de 
fiévre ! 

Aussi, le manuscrit Ambros. E 76 sup. (gr. 292), ff. 108r-110v, conserve, 
entre les Harmoniques de Ptolémée et la Logistiké de Barlaam de Calabre, 
une série de textes, un desquels, un argument géométrique trés simple mais 
faux, est attribué à Kabasilas. Le faux théoréme démontré par Kabasilas 
prétend prouver que les cótés d'un triangle rectangle sont donnés une fois 
que les angles le sont”. 


> Le commentaire de Kabasilas se trouve aux ff. 318r-340r du Vat. gr. 198, entre la fin 
de l’Almageste (qui occupe les ff. 138v-317v) et le début du commentaire de Théon-Pappus 
(ff. 343r-468v ; de Pappus, seulement le commentaire au Livre V) ; dans le Marc. gr. 310, 
par contre, le commentaire de Kabasilas se lit aux ff. 265r-285v, aprés le commentaire de 
Théon-Pappus (ff. 153r-261v), qui suit à son tour l'A/mageste (ff. 13r- 151v). Comme le disait 
A. ROME, Commentaires de Pappus et de Theon d'Alexandrie sur l'Almageste, 3 vol. (ST, 54, 
72, 106), Città del Vaticano, 1931-1943, p. LXXXIX, pour copier le commentaire de Théon- 
Pappus, Argyros et Malachias « ont travaillé de facon indépendante dans les mémes biblio- 
théques, ou en tous cas, sur une série de manuscrits de mémes types ». 

56 Le commentaire de Kabasilas a été publié en 1538 sur la base du Norimb. Cent. V, 
App. 8, un autre témoin de la méme recension du texte de Théon : Θέωνος Ἀλεξανδρέως εἰς 
τὴν τοῦ Πτολεμαίου μεγάλην σύνταξιν ὑπομνημάτων βιβλία τα’, éd. J. CAMERARIUS, Basileæ, 
1538, pp. 131-194 ; cf. SPITERIS — CONTICELLO, Nicola Cabasilas [voir n. 48], pp. 339-341. 
C. TSIRPANLIS, The Career and Writings of Nicolas Cabasilas, dans Byz, 49 (1979), pp. 414- 
427 : 423, se trompe en ajoutant au commentaire sur le Livre III un autre sur le Livre IV. 
L'identification de la main de Argyros est dans B. MONDRAIN, Les écritures dans les manus- 
crits byzantins du XIV* siécle. Quelques problématiques, dans RSBN, n.s. 44 (2007), pp. 157- 
196 : 166. 

57 Le Vat. gr. 198 (ff. 174v-186v passim) présente aussi de nombreuses notes marginales 
et gloses infralinéaires au Livre III de l'A/mageste, et seulement à ce livre, sous le nom de 
Νικ(ο)λ(άου) : A. THON, Remarques sur les scholies anciennes de l’ Almageste, dans Alma- 
gest, 6(2) (2015), pp. 5-41 : 17-18. Aucune de ces scholies, qui occupent la couche la plus 
externe de l'apparat exégétique encadrant le traité de Ptolémée, n'est intégrée au texte du 
commentaire de Kabasilas que nous lisons dans ce méme manuscrit ou dans d'autres témoins ; 
Kabasilas a donc dü aussi annoter un exemplaire de l'A/mageste lors de la rédaction de son 
commentaire. Malachias a bien pu avoir eu accés à cet exemplaire annoté. 

58 Pantelis Carelos a transcrit le premier texte de cette collection (un procédé d'extraction de 
racine carrée qui renvoie à la Logistique de Barlaam mais qui ne peut lui étre attribué) en utilisant 
une copie tardive, l'Ambros. R 117 sup., f. 152v-153r (collection aux ff. 152v-155v) : Barlaam 
von Seminara, Logistiké, éd. P. CARELOS (Corpus philosophorum Medii A:vi. Philosophi 
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Avant de se tourner vers le contexte dans lequel Kabasilas a pu étudier, 
il faut mentionner un petit ouvrage scientifique qui lui a été attribué sans 
fondement??. Le ms. Météóra, Moné tou Barlaam 202, conserve en désordre 
plusieurs textes attribués à Démétrios Kydónés et à Nikolaos Kabasilas ; ils 
ont été décrits par Vitalien Laurent. Au f. 11r-v commence un texte géomé- 
trique (inc. δύο κύκλων ἀνίσων δοθέντων καὶ τῆς διὰ τῶν κέντρων εὐθείας 
ἀπείρου) ; la seule raison que Laurent voit pour le considérer ceuvre de 
Kabasilas est qu'il a été copié par le scribe qui dans le manuscrit a transcrit 
la plupart de ses œuvres(?. 

Voilà donc le fruit somme toute modeste de la formation scientifique de 
Kabasilas. La question qui se pose maintenant est de savoir si Nikolaos s'est 
attaqué aux études de Ptolémée à ses risques et frais ou s'il a été initié par 
quelqu'un d'autre. L'aide de Barlaam de Calabre est peu probable parce que 
Kabasilas était encore trop jeune quand l'italien a séjourné à Thessalonique 
(1331)°!. S'il a cherché de l'aide externe, il a dû s'acheminer vers Nicéphore 
Grégoras et le monastère de Chóra. Certes, au moins en 1355 Kabasilas n'a 
plus de liens amicaux avec Nicéphore ; au contraire, il écrit une diatribe Κατὰ 
τῶν τοῦ Γρηγορᾶ ληρηµάτων, dans laquelle il qualifie Grégoras de matéria- 
liste, parce qu'« il s'attaque aux sciences aussi d'une facon corporelle, et 
méme ainsi il libére encore plus l’äme des corps. Quand il fait de l'astrono- 
mie, ses mots n'apportent rien de scientifique, mais il remplit sa maison de 
sphéres et tout l'espace est encombré de livres et de diagrammes ; il montre 
ainsi des grabats et des étagères chargés de sagesse, tout, sauf son âme »9. 


byzantini, 8), Ἀθῆναι — Paris — Bruxelles, 1996, pp. XXXVII-XXXVII, ΙΝΙΞΓΝΠΙ, 114 et 260-261. 
Les autres textes du recueil exposent six algorithmes (dérivés de Barlaam et de Théon) pour 
ôter un rapport d'un rapport. Les mêmes textes se lisent aussi dans un autre apographe du 
XVI siècle, l'Ambros. P 72 sup., ff. 59r-61v. 

59 TSIRPANLIS, The Career and Writings [voir n. 59], p. 423 ; dans SPITERIS — CONTICELLO, 
Nicola Cabasilas [voir n. 48], p. 349, elle figure dans la section « Dubia ». 

99 V. LAURENT, Un nouveau témoin de la correspondance de Démétrius Cydonés et de 
l'activité littéraire de Nicolas Cabasilas Chamaétos : le codex Meteor. Barlaam 202, dans Ἑλλη- 
νικά, 9 (1936), pp. 185-205 : 190. Sur le texte géométrique cf. CH. PAPAGEORGIOU, Mn Oeo- 
λογικὲς σπουδὲς καὶ ἔργα Νικολάου Καβάσιλα ἐπὶ γεωμετρίας, φυσικῆς καὶ ἀστρονομίας, dans 
Gregorios ο Palamas, 68 (1985), pp. 208-236 : 224-225: DEMETRAKOPOULOS, Nicholas Caba- 
silas [voir n. 4], pp. 69-70 n. 66. 

9! F, TINNEFELD, Intellectuals in Late Byzantine Thessalonike, dans DOP, 57 (2003), pp. 153- 
172 : 160. Sur Barlaam, PLP, n? 2284, et, plus récemment, A. FYRIGOS (éd.), Barlaam Calabro. 
L'uomo, l'opera, il pensiero, Roma, 1999. 

62 LI 150-155 : καὶ τοῖς μαθήμασι γὰρ οὕτω σωματικῶς ἐπιβάλλει — καίτοι μεθιστᾶσι 
τὴν ψυχὴν ἀπὸ τῶν σωμάτων ἐπὶ τὰ μείζω. καὶ ἀστρονομῶν ἐν γλώσσῃ μὲν οὐδὲν φέρει 
τῆς ἐπιστήμης, σφαιρῶν δὲ ἐμπίπλησι τὴν οἰκίαν καὶ πάντα βιβλίων γέμει καὶ διαγραμ- 
μάτων, καὶ σκίμποδας καὶ ὀρόφους μεστοὺς ἐπιδείκνυσι τῆς σοφίας καὶ πάντα μᾶλλον 
dans Byz, 24 (1954), pp. 521-532, avec des collations supplémentaires dans IDEM, Due note. 
II. Postilla cabasiliana, dans Giornale italiano di Filologia, 10 (1957), pp. 156-161 : 160-161. 
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Mais ce sont là des mots de quelqu'un qui connait trés bien les chambres 
de Grégoras dans le monastére de Chóra ! Le lien avec la bibliothéque de 
ce monastère et le cercle de Grégoras est renforcé par le fait qu’Isaak Argy- 
ros a, comme nous l'avons vu, copié dans le Marc. gr. 310 le commentaire 
de Théon sur l'A/mageste complété, quant au Livre ΤΗ. par celui de Kaba- 
silas. En outre, dans le Par. gr. 1276, un recueil de brouillons de Kabasilas, 
Philothéos Kokkinos et d'autres auteurs, on trouve des copies des ceuvres 
de Grégoras en partie autographes et en partie copiées par ses collaborateurs 
habituels ; cette circonstance assure qu'elles se trouvaient originairement à 
la Chóra et ensuite ont été mélées avec des brouillons de Kabasilas. Si tout 
cela ne prouve pas que Grégoras ait initié Kabasilas à l'étude de Ptolémée, 
il reste que le commentaire de Kabasilas au Livre III de l’Almageste fait 
partie intégrante de la plus ambitieuse recension byzantine d'un ouvrage 
mathématique grec% (il faut noter que son commentaire est transmis seule- 
ment comme partie de cette recension) : elle participe donc d'un plan éditorial 
d'envergure qui, vu le caractére de travail d'écolier avancé du commentaire 
de Kabasilas, a probablement été concu et coordonné par quelqu'un d'autre. 


DÉMÉTRIOS KYDÓNES ET THÉODOROS KABASILAS 


Démétrios Kydônès (né ca. 1324, mort en 1397/98) a été, avec son frère 
Prochoros, une figure-clé de la deuxième moitié du XIV* siècle à Byzance : 
homme d'état et acteur de premier plan dans la controverse palamite, il était 
proche des "Latins" et de l'Église romaine, au point qu'il a traduit des 
ouvrages de Saint Augustin et de Saint Thomas en grec, a embrassé le 
thomisme et s'est converti, au plus tard en 1357, au catholicisme romain. 
Originaire de Thessalonique, oü il a étudié avec Neilos Kabasilas, il est parti 
à Constantinople à la fin de sa jeunesse. Si, d'une part, les témoignages sur 
le travail scientifique de Kydónés sont assez éparses et n'ont jamais été 
appréciés dans leur ensemble‘, de l'autre, les attributions de quelques courts 


Nous remercions Marie-Héléne CONGOURDEAU de nous avoir permis de lire son article inédit 
Nicolas Cabasilas et les inepties de Grégoras, dans G. SEKULOVSKI — D. STRUVE — J. VAN 
RossuM (éds.), L'héritage du Pére Jean Meyendorff, érudit et homme d’Eglise (1926-1992), 
Paris, sous presse. 

63 Voir ACERBI, Byzantine Recensions [voir n. 23], pp. 175-176. 

64 Les compétences mathématiques de Kydônès étaient bien connues : en témoigne une 
lettre de Georges Gémiste Pléthon oü, en réponse à une question posée par Bessarion, il 
affirme avoir consulté ὃ σοφός uot Κυδώνης pour l’exégèse d'un passage mathématique de 
Platon : L. MOHLER, Kardinal Bessarion als Theologe, Humanist und Staatsmann, 3 vol. 
(Quellen und Forschungen aus dem Gebiete der Geschichte, 20, 22, 24), Paderborn, 1923- 
1942, vol. III, p. 467.18. Pour une premiere orientation sur Kydónés, voir PLP, n? 13876. 
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textes et scholies que les éditeurs de textes scientifiques de l'Antiquité ont 
trouvé dans les manuscrits doivent étre revues ou qualifiées. 

Kydónés a composé deux problémes arithmétiques que la tradition trans- 
met avec trois problèmes du méme type attribués à Isaak Argyros%, Trois 
de ces problèmes (dont un attribué à Kydônès) exposent des procédures de 
généralité différente pour calculer la somme d'une séquence de nombres 
entiers ; un quatriéme (encore attribué à Kydónés) démontre de maniere 
rigoureuse l'une de ces procédures ; le cinquiéme expose une devinette 
arithmétique dans le style d'un probléme de Rechenbuch'*. Ces problèmes 
sont en rapport évident avec une lettre trés intéressante mais assez mysté- 
rieuse (epist. 3479") adressée à un mathématicien expert (et anonyme : pour- 
rait-il étre Argyros lui-méme ?) auquel Kydónés envoie des "théorémes 
logistiques" de Diophante : il s'agit d'un texte qui n'est pas connu autre- 
ment et qui, d’après la description méme que Kydónés en fait dans sa lettre, 
ne peut pas coïncider avec les Arithmétiques du même auteur$?. Kydônès 
explique que ces théorémes se trouvaient dans un manuscrit que quelqu'un 
lui avait donné en ignorant qu'ils y étaient. Puisque Diophante en proposait 
seulement les énoncés, Kydónés les a complétés avec des démonstrations 
dont le modèle est Euclide"?. Finalement, il autorise le destinataire à éliminer 
les possibles faiblesses de ses démonstrations'!. 


Nicomachi Geraseni pythagorei introductionis arithmeticae libri II, éd. R. HOCHE, Lipsiae, 
1866, pp. 148-152 ; édition critique (sur la base de 12 témoins) et commentaire dans ACERBI, 
I problemi aritmetici [voir n. 44]. Hoche n'avait pas correctement résolu l'abréviation dans 
l'attribution d'auteur du Cizensis (qui portait sur un seul probléme) et écrivait τοῦ Κυνός à 
la place de τοῦ Κυδώνη ; l'attribution à Kydónés se trouve dans P. TANNERY, Notice sur les 
deux lettres arithmétiques de Nicolas Rhabdas, dans IDEM, Mémoires scientifiques. IV. Sciences 
exactes chez les Byzantins, Toulouse — Paris, 1920, n? 4, pp. 61-198 : 75. Selon F. TINNEFELD, 
Demetrios Kydones. Briefe (Bibliothek der griechischen Literatur, 12), Stuttgart, 1981, vol. L.1, 
p. 67 [n? 1.7.6], ce probléme était encore inédit. 

66 Pour ce type d'ouvrages, un “livre de comptes" qui contient en effet des problémes de 
calcul et de théorie de nombres dont les procédures de solution sont données sans démonstration, 
voir F. ACERBI, Byzantine Rechenbücher: An Overview with an Edition of Anonymi L and J, 
dans JÓB, 69 (2019). 

67 Démétrius Cydonès, Correspondance, éd. R.-J. LOENERTZ, 2 vol. (ST, 186 et 208), Città 
del Vaticano, 1956-1960, vol. II, p. 287.1-17. 

68 Tous les 189 problémes des Arithmétiques sont pourvus d'une démonstration en parfait 
style euclidien. On devrait donc supposer que Kydônès ait eu accès à un épitomé contenant 
seulement les énoncés, et dont il ne reste aucune trace dans la tradition manuscrite du traité 
de Diophante. 

© Epist. 347, ll. 3-4 : ἔπεμψά σοι τῆς Διοφάντου λογιστικῆς ὅσα τῶν θεωρημάτων οἷός 
τ᾽ ἐγενόμην εὑρεῖν: εὗρον δὲ δόντος τινὸς βιβλίον, ᾧ λαθόντα καὶ ταῦτα ἐνέκειτο. 

1 Ibidem, ll. 7-9 : ἐγὼ δὲ τοῖς εὑρεθεῖσι καὶ ἀποδείξεις ἐσπούδασα περιθεῖναι, Enö- 
μενος τοῖς Εὐκλείδῃ περὶ ἀριθμῶν ἐκδοθεῖσι. ἐκεῖνα γὰρ ἱκανὰ τοῖς τι μετ᾽ ἐπιστήμης 
εἰσομένοις ἐνόμισα. 

7! Ibidem, ll. 13-17 : εἰ δ᾽ ἐλάθομεν ἐν τούτοις ἀντὶ τῆς ἀνάγκης τῷ πιθανῷ προσχρησά- 
μενοι, ὃ περὶ τὰ μαθήματα παθεῖν οὐδὲν καταγελαστότερον, σὺ δὲ τῶν λήρων ὅσον ἔξεστιν 
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Un manuscrit des Éléments et des Données d'Euclide (dans la recension 
de Théon) copié à la fin du X° siècle, le Bonon. A 18-197, attribue une 
scholie au f. 131v du tome A 18 à un certain Démétrios qu'on voudrait 
identifier avec Kydónés?, méme si l'annotation est ancienne puisqu'elle se 
lit déjà, de la main du copiste principal, dans le Bodl. D'Orville 301 (an 888), 
f. 114r, et dans d'autres manuscrits du ΧΙ et XIT? siècle. Elle ne peut donc 
être originale du Démétrios auquel elle est attribuée, qui a dû tout simple- 
ment la transcrire à partir de l'un des manuscrits antérieurs qui la contiennent. 
En revanche, la main de Kydónés est vraisemblablement identifiable dans 
les ajouts marginaux des ff. 100v (marge supérieure), 105v (derniére scholie 
dans la marge inférieure), 106r (première scholie dans la marge externe) et 
157v du tome A 18 et du f. ὃν (marge supérieure, au-dessus de la premiere 
ligne du texte) du tome A 19 [Planche 5, f. 106r]"*. Ces annotations portent 
sur la forme logique et l'enchainement déductif des propositions auxquelles 
elles se référent. 

Déjà Heiberg avait repéré dans le manuscrit de Bologne plusieurs 
notes autographes que s'attribue un Théodoros, parfois avec le nom 
Théodoros Kabasilas” : il s'agit donc d'un membre de l'illustre famille 


ἀφαιρῶν ὅθεν ἀναγκαῖα δόξει προστίθει, tv’ y θεραπευθέντα παρρησιάσηται, ἢ τοῦθ᾽ ὅπερ 
ἐστὶν ἐλεγχθέντα γωνίαν οἰκήσῃ, καὶ παύσηται τοὺς ἐντυγχάνοντας ἀπατῶντα. 

7 Sur ce manuscrit, voir A. OLIVIERI — N. FESTA, Indice dei codici greci delle Biblioteche 
Universitaria e Comunale di Bologna, dans Studi Italiani di Filologia Classica, 3 (1895), pp. 385- 
495 : 478-479 ; réimpr. Ch. SAMBERGER — D. RAFFIN (éds.), Catalogi codicum graecorum qui 
in minoribus bibliothecis italicis asservantur, 2 vol., Lipsiae, 1965-1968, vol. I, pp. 96-97 ; 
Euclidis opera omnia, éd. I. L. HEIBERG — H. MENGE, 8 vol., Lipsiae, 1883-1916, vol. V, pp. xi, 
ΧΧΧΠΙ-ΧΧΧΙΝ. Le manuscrit a été daté des XI" et XII* siècles, mais l'écriture de son copiste est 
trés proche de celle du Laur. Plut. 9.22 (an 972) ou du Par. gr. 438 (an 992). Sur les chiffres 
arabes que les annotateurs de l’Euclide de Bologne utilisent, voir N. G. WILSON, Miscellanea 
palaeographica. III. Arabic Numerals, dans GRBS, 22 (1981), pp. 400-404, et CH. BURNETT, 
Indian Numerals in the Mediterranean Basin in the Twelfth Century, with Special Reference 
to the “Eastern Forms" , dans Y. DOLD-SAMPLONIUS — J. W. DAUBEN — M. FOLKERTS — B. VAN 
DALEN (éds.), From China to Paris: 2000 Years Transmission of Mathematical Ideas, 
(Boethius, 46). Stuttgart, 2000, pp. 237-288. Quand le manuscrit est arrivé en Italie, il est passé 
par les mains de Giorgio Valla, dont nous avons identifié l'écriture aux ff. 86v marg. inf. (? ce 
sont les chiffres e 20” e A07), 154r, 155r du tome A 19. Celles de Valla, d'ailleurs tirées d'un 
exemplaire de la recension non-theonine des Données, sont les seules annotations à ce qui 
reste du traité d'Euclide dans le manuscrit de Bologne ; elles sont éditées comme scholies n? 91 
et 93 dans Euclidis opera omnia, vol. VI, pp. 283.2-8 et 283.16-284.2. 

75 Il s'agit de la scholie n° V1.58 in El. VI.30, dans Euclidis opera omnia [voir n. 72], vol. V, 
p. 355.7-14 ; l'annotation est mentionnée dans HUNGER, Hochsprachliche profane Literatur, 
vol. II, p. 254 et n. 62. 

74 Les scholies aux ff. 105v, 106r et 157v sont éditées comme n? V.67, 68 in El. V.9, VIIL.30 
in El. VIIL.13, dans Euclidis opera omnia [voir n. 72], vol. V, pp. 309.9-12, 309.13-16, 395.18- 
396.3. 

75 Leur édition se trouve dans Euclidis opera omnia [voir n. 72], vol. V ; les informations 
sur les annotateurs et sur le manuscrit sont résumées par HEIBERG, ibidem, pp. XI et XXXIII- 
XXXIV (avec une faute de distraction dans le dénombrement des cahiers). Heiberg y anticipe 
les conclusions sur l'identité des mains f? + b?, f? + b? (les sigles β remplacent les b dans les 
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thessalonicienne”?. Malheureusement, cela ne prouve pas que le manuscrit 
se trouvait à Thessalonique et, malheureusement aussi, la main qui a 
ajouté ces scholies n'est pas celle d'un homonyme Théodoros Kabasilas, lié 
au cercle de Jean Cantacuzène, qui a copié les ff. 139r-153v du Laur. Plut. 
74.10”. Dans l'Euclide de Bologne, Théodoros a opéré en tant que posses- 
seur’® : il l'a annoté extensivement, marquant sa paternité en tête de nom- 
breuses additions, même de quelques-unes qui y étaient écrites depuis long- 
temps, comme celles dans les ff. 53v-54r du tome A 19. Au total, seulement 
une partie de ces annotations est originale de Kabasilas ; la plupart sont 
tirées du recueil que Heiberg appelle Scholia Vindobonensia, et en particu- 
lier du Laur. Plut. 28.2 (XII siècle), annoté par Pédiasimos. Les scholies 
aux Éléments originales de Kabasilas montrent les signes d'une activité exé- 
gétique tout à fait canonique : formulation en forme syllogistique de déduc- 
tions par manipulation de proportions ; déploiement de démonstrations qui 
dans l'original euclidien sont en forme analogique ou potentielle ; justifica- 
tions d'assertions non démontrées explicitement dans l'original, avec renvoi 
aux principes ou aux propositions utilisés ; parfois des considérations de 
philosophie des mathématiques (c'est le cas de la définition ἆ "unité" dans 
Éléments ΥΠ.άέΕ.1). On trouve aussi, et là le modèle est sans aucun doute 
le Vindob. phil. gr. 31 (XF siècle), la transcription ou la “traduction”, en 
chiffres indo-arabes orientaux, de données numériques relatives à certaines 
propositions du Livre X. 

Peut-étre Kydónés a-t-il emprunté à son compatriote Théodoros Kabasilas 
son Euclide, puisque le Bonon. A 18-19 est un des antigraphes de son exem- 
plaire personnel des Éléments, le Laur. Plut. 28.1 (f. 1v : iste liber est [ante 


ff. 1-35 du tome A 18, mais les mains sont les mémes) qu'il développera, accompagnées de 
l'édition de plusieurs scholies supplémentaires que Kabasilas a consignées dans le manuscrit 
de Bologne, dans Om Scholierne til Euklids Elementer, dans Det Kongelige Danske Viden- 
skabernes Selskabs Skrifter, 6te Reekke, historisk og philosophisk, Afd. 11.3 (1888), pp. 229- 
304 : 263-272. 

76 Voir PLP, n? 10089. Un troisiéme Théodoros Kabasilas, qui pourrait étre légérement 
antérieur au possesseur de l’Euclide de Bologne, est l'auteur d'une monodie pour l'empereur 
Andronic II, éditée par S. I. KOUROUSES, Ὁ μέγας διοικητὴς Θεόδωρος Καβάσιλας καὶ ἡ eic 
Ἀνδρόνικον Β΄ (71332) μονωδία αὐτοῦ, dans EEBS, 42 (1975-1976), pp. 408-428, qui a aussi 
reconstitué son cercle. La monodie se trouve dans le Par. Coislin 192, ff. 100v-103v. 

77 Sur ce manuscrit, voir MONDRAIN, L'ancien empereur [voir n. 54], pp. 259 et 288-290. 
M. VOGEL — V. GARDTHAUSEN, Die griechischen Schreiber des Mittelalters und der Renais- 
sance, Leipzig, 1909, p. 223, ajoutaient à la liste des manuscrits annotés par Théodoros le Vat. 
gr. 190 (le plus ancien manuscrit d'Euclide, du premier quart du IX* siécle), en renvoyant (!) 
à Euclidis opera omnia [voir n. 72], vol. V, p. XI ; l'attribution est enregistrée comme erronée 
dans RGK III, n? 212e. 

78 Tl a écrit son nom dans la marge supérieure du tome A 18, f. 148r, début du cahier 15 : 
+ ὢ Χριστὲ βοήθίει) por τῷ Καβασίλ(ᾳ) Θεοδ(ώ)ρ(ῳ) ; au f. 152 c'est son monogramme 
qui a été ajouté maladroitement : + Καβα(σίλα) Θεοδώρ(ου). 
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corr. ; erat post corr.] Demetrii Chidonii graeci et est astronomica). De fait, 
ce manuscrit réunit les traités d'Euclide, copiés en partie du manuscrit de 
Bologne”, et un corpus ptolémaique copié du Par. gr. 2390 (annoté par 
Manuel Bryennios à Constantinople)?". 

Les nombreuses notes marginales que Kydónés a ajoutées à l’Almageste 
dans le Laur. Plut. 28.1, sur lequel il a sürement travaillé à Constantinople, 
doivent étre pour la plupart considérées comme le fruit d'une compilation. 
Identifier exactement la ou les sources de ces scholies est difficile sinon 
impossible, car Kydónés abrége, enrichit, corrige les annotations qu'il trans- 
crit. De plus, certaines scholies sont trés bréves, ou clarifient des détails 
mathématiques moyennant de courtes démonstrations qui pourraient bien 
étre des élaborations personnelles de Kydónés méme si elles ressemblent à 
des preuves présentes dans des manuscrits plus anciens. Certaines des scho- 
lies les plus longues dérivent avec certitude du Vat. gr. 1594 ou d'un de ses 
apographes. La preuve en est le scholium vetus in Alm. 11.9 (Laur. Plut. 
28.1, f. 58v, fit. τοῦ μαθηματικωτάτου Θέωνος) dressant une comparaison 
entre l’Almageste et les Tables faciles de Ptolémée. Il est transmis, dans une 
forme plus compléte que celle du manuscrit de Florence, par le Vat. gr. 1594, 
f. 76v ; il ne figure pas dans le Marc. gr. 313 (fin IX* — début X* siécle ; 
c'est le seul autre témoin direct des scholia vetera à l'Almageste), ni dans 
le Vat. gr. 180, qui d'ailleurs, gráce au travail de deux mains postérieures 
(de fin ΧΙ — début XII* siècle et du XIV?* siècle), tire du Vat. gr. 1594 les 
scholia vetera qu'il contient. On le lit, en revanche, dans le Marc. gr. 311 
(le manuscrit restauré par Triklinés), f. 107v. Les variantes ne permettent 
pas de trancher quant à la provenance directe de la version que nous lisons 


7 J. L. HEIBERG, Paralipomena zu Euklid, dans Hermes, 38 (1903), pp. 46-74, 161-201, 
321-356 : 182 et 200-1, affirme que le manuscrit de Bologne est le modéle du Laur. Plut. 28.1 
quant aux Éléments, mais il se base sur un nombre trés limité de passages-test. B. VITRAC (per 
litteras) a montré que Heiberg a raison pour le texte à partir d' Éléments X.37, tandis que ce 
qui précéde a comme modéle le Bodl. D'Orville 301. Quant aux Data, le Laur. Plut. 28.1 a 
effectivement comme seule source le Bonon. A 18-19 : MENGE dans Euclidis opera omnia 
[voir n. 72], vol. VI, pp. xXXI-XLIx. Un lien encore plus étroit peut être établi entre le Bodl. 
D'Orville 301 et le Bonon. A 18-19 (celui-ci annoté par Pédiasimos : c'est la main B* de 
Heiberg) : ce dernier est la source des scholies de la main B? dans le premier, tandis que 
deux scholies de la main b? du Bononiensis (n? 1.153 et 155) ne peuvent que provenir du 
Dorvillianus. Il y a plus : une scholie au Livre V porte l'indication d'auteur Θεοδώρου 
dans le Bonon. A 18-19, f. 108r du tome A 18 (scholie de la main b?), qui est complétée en 
Θεοδώρου τοῦ Καβασίλα dans le Bodl. Dorv. 301, f. 84v (scholie de la main B? ; c'est la 
scholie n? V.71 in El. V.14, dans Euclidis opera omnia [voir n. 72], vol. V, p. 310.225 ; il 
mérite de transcrire l'annotation de Heiberg sur le style de cette scholie : « hominem Byzan- 
tinum Byzantine balbutientem corrigere nolui » : ibidem, p. 310.23 app.). Au contraire de ce 
que le prétend HEIBERG (Om Scholierne [voir n. 75], pp. 271-272), B? et b? ne sont pas la 
méme main ; Théodoros Cabasilas n'a donc pas annoté le Bodl. Dorv. 301. 

8? ACERBI — PÉREZ MARTIN, Gli scolii autografi [voir n. 6], pp. 108-116. 
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dans le Laur. Plut. 28.1. Il faut aussi noter que, dans sa forme compléte, 
cette scholie figure parmi les matériaux astronomiques transcrits par Isidore 
de Russie dans le Vat. gr. 175, ff. 80v-81r. 

Par contre, l'indication mea sunt ista que Kydónés écrit en téte du f. 17r 
du Laur. Plut. 28.1 [Planche 6] rend clair que les quatre longs textes qu'il 
consigne dans les folios blancs autour du f. 17 (ce sont les annotations aux 
ff. 16v, 17r, 21v, 22r-v) sont de sa conception. En particulier, le long texte 
ajouté au f. 22r-v nous donne un exemple clair et spécifique du niveau que 
Kydónés avait atteint dans ses études astronomiques. Il y calcule en effet, 
dans le modéle à épicycle de la premiére anomalie lunaire, le rayon de 
l'épicycle en prenant comme base trois éclipses de Lune qu'il avait lui-méme 
observées à Thessalonique?! ; il confirme de la sorte la valeur que, dans 
Almageste IV.6, Ptolémée avait calculée, encore dans le modele à épicycle, 
sur la base de deux triples d'éclipses trés éloignées dans le temps. Qui plus 
est, les données d'observation des trois éclipses (Texte 3 dans l'Annexe) 
permettent de les identifier avec celles du 4 Décembre 1340, du 23 Novembre 
1341 et du 21 Mai 13423; Ainsi donc, Kydónés, alors un jeune homme de 
16-18 ans, se trouvait à ce moment-là dans sa ville natale®°, et avait déjà des 
intéréts (et peut-étre des compétences) astronomiques tels à lui faire enre- 
gistrer les données relatives à trois éclipses. Une faute systématique mise à 
part, celles-ci sont aussi passablement exactes, comme nous le verrons dans 
notre commentaire au texte. Il reste le probléme de la valeur de ce témoi- 
gnage. D'un cóté, Kydónés ne nous livre aucune information sur la procé- 
dure qu'il a suivie dans sa prise de données. De l'autre, s'il est bien possible 
qu'il ait effectué ces observations exactement en vue de reproduire les 
calculs d’Almageste IV.6 en employant des nouvelles donnés d'observation 
(dans ce cas, il est difficile de penser que Kydónés ait pu atteindre ce niveau 
en autodidacte), nous ne pouvons pas exclure les possibilités qu'il ait effectué 
les calculs dans son áge már, tout en ayant gardé les données d'observation 
relatives aux trois éclipses, et/ou qu'il ait en partie modifié ces données de 


5! Ces calculs sont précédés, au f. 21v, par les πιθπιος calculs, cette fois-ci dans le modéle 
à excentrique de la prémiére anomalie lunaire et en utilisant les données des trois éclipses 
observées par Ptolémée (qui, dans Almageste IV.6, exécute son calcul dans le modèle à épi- 
cycle seulement). 

82 Les dernieres deux éclipses sont les n? 3949 et 3950 dans Th. OPPOLZER, Canon der 
Finsternisse (Denkschriften der kaiserlichen Akademie der Wissenschaften. Mathematisch- 
naturwissenschaftliche Classe, 52), Wien, 1887, p. 364 ; la premiére éclipse décrite par 
Kydónés n'y est pas enregistrée car il s'agit d'une (rare) éclipse totale mais purement pénombrale. 
Des données plus complétes se trouvent sur http://www.eclipsewise.com. Nous publierons 
ailleurs une édition compléte des scholies de Kydónés dans le Laur. Plut. 28.1. 

83 Sur ses enseignants en des disciplines non-scientifiques, voir F. TINNEFELD, Demetrios 
Kydones: his Cultural Background and Literary Connections in Thessalonike, dans Macedonian 
Studies, 3 (1989), pp. 33-43 : 34-35. 
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manière qu'elles confirment, comme ce sera le cas à la fin du calcul, la 
valeur ptoléméenne du rayon de l'épicycle lunaire (on notera que ce dernier 
fait ne ferait que confirmer les compétences astronomiques de Kydónés). 

Nous devons enfin mentionner un court texte de contenu astronomique, 
qui lui est attribué dans le Vat. στ. 298%, f. 599v (Texte 4 dans l'Annexe) : 
il s'agit d'une liste des durées du jour pour la latitude de l'Hellespont (qui 
est dite étre aussi celle de Constantinople), aux dates oü le Soleil entre dans 
chaque signe zodiacal. 


CONCLUSIONS 


L'évaluation d'ensemble proposée dans notre article a mis à contribu- 
tion des données nouvelles, qui résultent d'une étude systématique des 
manuscrits. Telle a été l'analyse complete de toutes les scholies, aussi bien 
astronomiques que géométriques, que l’on peut attribuer aux personnalités 
mentionnées ci-dessus ; de cette analyse nous avons résumé les traits les 
plus saillants. 

Si donc à Constantinople on peut parler d'une école d'astronomie à la 
Chóra, qui prend son essor avec les études de Métochités sous Bryennios et 
s'achéve avec Argyros, à Thessalonique le panorama est bien moins net, en 
partie à cause des fréquents déplacements des gens cultivés d'une ville à 
l'autre, tout d'abord pour étudier et ensuite pour servir dans l'administration 
impériale ou ecclésiastique. D'autre part, ces mémes déplacements semblent 
bien étre à l'origine de la courte saison de floraison des études scientifiques 
dans la seconde ville de l'Empire. 

Quant aux personnages les plus solidement ancrés dans le contexte macé- 
donien, comme Démétrios Triklinios ou Katrarés, nous avons montré que 
leur intérêt pour l'astronomie n'a sûrement pas abouti à des résultats scien- 
tifiques d'envergure. Le jugement sur la qualité de la production scientifique 
de Pédiasimos est mitigé, car l’hypatos a produit des textes anecdotiques en 
méme temps qu'il a rédigé des ouvrages plus ambitieux ou commenté des textes 
plus complexes. Kabasilas s'est penché sur l'astronomie à Constantinople, 
quand il était encore trés jeune ; son commentaire à l’Almageste a le niveau 
d'un ouvrage de novice. Quant à Kydônès, le fait qu'il ait personnellement 


84 Sur ce manuscrit, transcrit entre 1385 et 1389, voir RGK III, n? 304, et B. MONDRAIN, 
La lecture et la copie de textes scientifiques à Byzance pendant l'époque Paléologue, dans 
G. DE GREGORIO — M. GALANTE (éds.), La produzione scritta tecnica e scientifica nel medioevo: 
Libro e documento tra scuole e professioni. Atti del Convegno internazionale di studio dell'As- 
sociazione italiana dei Paleografi e Diplomatisti, Fisciano-Salerno, 28-30 settembre 2009 
(Studi e Ricerche, 5), Spoleto, 2012, pp. 607-632 : 623-624. 
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observé des éclipses de Lune à Thessalonique et, surtout, qu'il en ait enre- 
gistré les données afin de contróler des paramétres du modéle lunaire de 
Ptolémée, montrent qu'une activité scientifique de haut niveau était possible 
dans la Thessalonique du début des années '40. 
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SUMMARY 


The article surveys the scientific activity in Thessalonike during the middle 
Palaiologan period. We study the scientific output of Byzantine scholars originating 
in this town, along with their activities on a number of scientific manuscripts; 
among the personalities here presented figure John Katrarios, Demetrios Triklinios, 
Nikolaos Kabasilas, Demetrios Kydónes, Theodoros Kabasilas. Some of the sources 
here studied still lie unedited. We shall show that a sustained scientific activity 
begun in Thessalonike when John Pediasimos returned to his hometown at the end 
of his career; the extant sources, however, do not substantiate the claim that a 
well-established school was active there. 
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ANNEXES 


Texte 1. 


Vat. gr. 184, ff. 12v-13r, in Prolegomena ad Almagestum*. Commentaire 
autographe de Pédiasmos sur l'affirmation que la terre “prise en elle-méme 
dans son ensemble, est sphérique, parce que lesdits reliefs et cavités, com- 
parés à la grandeur totale, sont négligeables". Dans ce texte et les deux qui 
suivent nous normalisons ponctuation, orthographe et accents, méme s’il 
s'agit d'autographes. 


où καλῶς εἶπε τὸ καθ’ ὅλην: καθ᾽ ὅλην γὰρ οὐχ ὑποπίπτει αἰσθήσει. καὶ 
6 τεχνικὸς δὲ οὐκ εἶπε καθ᾽ ὅλην, ἀλλὰ καθ᾽ ὅλα µέρη, τουτέστι μέγαλα 
μέρη: ἄλλο γὰρ τὸ κατὰ µέρη, ἕτερον τὸ καθ᾽ ὅλην, καὶ ἄλλο τὸ καθ’ 
ὅλα µέρη. καὶ διαφέρει τοῦτο τοῦ μὲν κατὰ µέρη ὅτι τὸ μὲν κατὰ μέρη 
καὶ ἐπὶ σμικροτάτου μέρους τῆς γῆς -- τυχὸν ὀργυιαίου -- λαμβάνεται, | 
τὸ δὲ καθ᾽ ὅλα µέρη οὐ λέγεται ἐπὶ σμικρῶν μερῶν τῆς γῆς ἀλλὰ ἐπὶ 
μεγάλων, οἷον τυχὸν ὅσον ἐστὶ τὸ ἀπὸ Βυζαντίου ἐπὶ Συρίαν: τοῦτο γὰρ 
καὶ ὅλον λέγεται ὡς πρὸς τὸ μικρὸν μέρος, καὶ μέρος λέγεται ὡς πρὸς 
τὴν ὅλην γῆν, καὶ κατὰ τοῦτο μόνον τὸ μέγα μέρος σφαιροειδὲς φαίνε- 
ται À γῆ. δοκεῖ γὰρ ἡμῖν ἐν Βυζαντίῳ τυχὸν οὖσι τὸ ἡμερήσιον ἐκεῖθεν 
διάστηµα πέρας εἶναι τῆς γῆς, καὶ τὸν οὐρανὸν ξύοντα τὸ μέρος ἐκεῖνο 
τῆς γῆς κινεῖσθαι, καὶ τοὺς ἀστέρας ἐκεῖθεν προκύπτειν ἀνατέλλοντας: 
ὅταν δὲ ἐκεῖσε ἀπέλθωμεν, πάλιν τὸν οὐρανὸν μετέωρον καὶ ὑψηλότα- 
τον βλέπομεν, ὅπερ ἐπὶ τῶν σφαιροειδῶν μόνων γίνεται -- οὔτε δὲ ἐπὶ 
τῶν μικρῶν τῆς γῆς τοῦτο συμβαίνει μερῶν οὔτε ἐφ᾽ ὅλης τῆς γῆς: τίνι 
γὰρ ὅλη θεατή; 


Texte 2. 


Vat. gr. 184, f. 82r marg. sup. et ext. (avec signe de renvoi, répété, supra 
lineam 13, dans le texte de Ptolémée), main de Pédiasimos ; Marc. gr. 311 
(M), f. 26r marg. sup. (partie non restaurée), main contemporaine à celle du 
copiste principal. Scholie à Almageste 1.1%, « harmoniser nos actions avec 
les inclinaisons de nos idées », présentant une contre-exégèse : le cible polé- 
mique est presque sûrement l'interprétation de Théon (ô ¿Enyntic)”. 


55 E, ACERBI — N. VINEL — B. VITRAC, Les Prolégoménes à l'Almageste. Une édition à 
partir des manuscrits les plus anciens : Introduction générale — Parties I-III, dans SCIAMVS, 
11 (2010), pp. 53-210 : 203.6 xa0' ὅλην. 

86 Ptolemaei opera omnia [voir n. 20], vol. I.1, p. 5.1-2. HEIBERG (ibidem, vol. II, p. CXXX) 
avait déjà publié cette scholie, sur la base du seul Marc. gr. 311. 

87 Nous la lisons dans ROME, Commentaires de Pappus et de Théon [voir n. 55], p. 321.5-13. 
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ὅδραντασιῶν ἐπιβολὰς τὰς ἐνθυμήσεις τοῦ φανταστικοῦ νοῦ φησι, ῥυθ- 
μίζονται δὲ ταῦτα ¿vé? τῇ τοῦ νοῦ τηρήσει, ὃ καὶ οἱ καθ᾽ ἡμᾶς φιλόσοφοι 
πρωτουργὸν καὶ πρωταίτιον τῆς ἠθικῆς φιλοσοφίας νομίζουσι λῆψινῦ 
καὶ νοῦ τήρησιν ὀνομάζοντες: ἐφαντάσθη γάρ τις! ἀπρεπές τι ἤγουν 
ἐνεθυμήθη, καὶ δεῖ ἀπολύειν αὐτὸ τῆς ψυχῆς: ἐνεθυμήθη τι ἀγαθόν, καὶ 
δεῖ πληροῦν αὐτό: τοῦτο γάρ ἐστι τὸ ῥυθμίζειν ἡμᾶς αὐτοὺς ἐν ταῖς τῶν 
φαντασιῶν ἐπιβολαῖς. ὃ δέ φησιν ô ἐξηγητὴς παρανενοημένον ἐστὶ καὶ 
ἐμοὶ οὐκ ἀρέσκει. 


Texte 3. 


Laur. Plut. 28.1, f. 22r. Long complément à Almageste IV.6, autographe de 
Kydónés. Nous transcrivons ci-dessous seulement la partie initiale qui 
contient les données relatives aux éclipses de Lune qu'il a observées à Thes- 
salonique ; ce qui suit reproduit fidélement le procédé d'A/mageste IV.6. 
Quant aux chiffres dans notre texte, calculant les longitude solaires avec les 
Tables faciles ou les tables de l'Almageste?? on voit qu'il y a une différence 
constante d'environ 1? par rapport aux valeurs de Kydónés. Il s'agit fort 
probablement d'une faute systématique de sa part dans l'indication du jour 
de l’Eclipse : par exemple, la longitude solaire Sagittaire 16°07 de la premiere 
Eclipse est reproduite exactement si nous calculons avec “du 14? au 15?" et 
non pas avec “du 13? au 14°”. Les trois dates ainsi corrigées s'adaptent assez 
bien aux données temporelles des éclipses?*. 


88 τοῦ ὑπάτου. τὰς μὲν πράξεις «ἐν ταῖς α»ὐτῶν τῶν φαντασιῶν ἐπιβολαῖς ῥυθμίζειν: 


add. M. 

89 ταῦτα &v] lac. 7 litt. M. 

% νομίζ dein lac. 10 litt. M. 

?! 7 dein lacuna 2 litt. M. 

2 Nous avons utilisé les tables du mouvement moyen et de l'anomalie du Soleil des Tables 
faciles dans le Vat. gr. 175, ff. 105r-111r, pour le premier calcul, le site web https://www. 
staff. science.uu.nl/-gent0113/astro/almagestephemeris.htm pour le deuxième. Il faut noter 
qu'une différence petite et constante dans les temps des éclipes et dans les longitudes affecte 
seulement de maniére marginale les calculs qui suivent ; pour une explication de la procédure 
à l’œuvre dans Almageste IV.6, voir, O. NEUGEBAUER, A History of Ancient Mathematical 
Astronomy, Berlin — Heidelberg — New York, 1975, pp. 73-78, et O. PEDERSEN, A Survey of 
the Almagest, Odense, 1974, pp. 172-179. Noter aussi que Kydónés fournit ses données dans 
un format qui est immédiatement utilisable dans les Tables faciles (ére de Philippe Arrhidée, 
heure d'Alexandrie). 

3 En l’ordre : 05/12/1340 UT 0h46,26 (Alm.) contre 04/12/1340 UT 22h35 (effectif) ; 
24/11/1341 UT 1h25,26 (Alm.) contre 23/11/1341 UT 23h03 (effectif) ; 21/05/1342 UT 
0h9,26 (Alm.) contre 21/05/1342 UT 0h38 (effectif). Sur le fait que, dans la prédiction d'éclipses 
(et donc aussi dans leur rétrodiction), les modéles de Ptolémée peuvent étre performants encore 
à l'áge byzantin, voir A. TIHON, L’astronomie byzantine à l'aube de la Renaissance (de 1352 
a la fin du XV* siécle), dans Byz, 66 (1996), pp. 244-280 : 249-250. 
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ἀπόδειξις τοῦ λόγου τῆς ἐκκεντρότητος τῆς σελήνης δι᾽ ἄλλων τριῶν 
νεωτέρων ἐκλείψεων 

Ἵνα δὲ συμφωνοῦντα τὸν τῆς ἐκκεντρότητος τῆς σελήνης λόγον καὶ δι᾽ 
ἄλλων ἔτι νεωτέρων ἐκλείψεων ἀποδείξωμεν καὶ τὸν αὐτὸν ὄντα ÚTO- 
ραλλάκτως τῷ διὰ τῶν παλαιοτάτων ἐκλείψεων ἀποδεδειγμένῳ (λέγω δὴ 
τῷ τῶν & πρὸς τὰ € t£' λόγῳ), εἰλήφαμεν πρώτην μὲν ἔκλειψιν ἣν τετη- 
ρήκαμεν τῷ αχξεθ ἔτει ἀπὸ τῆς Ἀλεξάνδρου τελευτῆς κατ᾽ Αἰγυπτίους 
Ἁθὺρ τρεισκαιδεκάτῃ εἰς τὴν τεσσαρεσκαιδεκάτην, τὸν δὲ μέσον χρό- 
νον ἀκριβῶς τετηρήκαμεν ἀποτελεσθέντα μετὰ ὥρας ἰσημερινὰς τοῦ 
μεσονυκτίου β τρίτον πεντεκαιδέκατον πρός τε τὰ καιρικὰ νυχθήμερα 
καὶ τὸν διὰ Θεσσαλονίκης μεσημβρινόν (ἐν À καὶ τὰς τηρήσεις ἐποιού- 
μεθα), καθ᾽ ὃν χρόνον ἀκριβῶς τὸ κέντρον τοῦ ἡλίου ἐπεῖχεν Τοξότου 
ic C'. ἐπεὶ οὖν 6 δι᾽ Ἀλεξανδρείας μεσημβρινὸς προηγεῖται τοῦ διὰ Oso- 
σαλονίκης διμοίρῳ ἔγγιστα μιᾶς ὥρας ἰσημερινῆς, ὃ μέσος χρόνος ἐν 
Ἀλεξανδρείᾳ γεγονὼς ἂν εἴη μετὰ γ πεντεκαιδέκατον τοῦ μεσονυκτίου. 

“H δὲ δευτέρα ὁμοίως γέγονε τῷ αχξς ἔτει ἀπὸ τῆς Ἀλεξάνδρου τελευ- 
τῆς Kat’ Αἰγυπτίους Ἁθὺρ δευτέρᾳ εἰς τὴν τρίτην, ἧς τὸν μέσον χρόνον 
ἀκριβῶς εὕρομεν ἀποτελεσθέντα μετὰ ὥρας ἰσημερινὰς γ εἰκοστὸν τοῦ 
μεσονυκτίου, πρὸς δὲ τὸν δι᾽ Ἀλεξανδρείας πάλιν μεσημβρινὸν μετὰ y 
δίµοιρον εἰκοστόν, καθ᾽ ὃν χρόνον ἐπεῖχεν ô ἥλιος Τοξότου ὃ λε’. 

Ἡ δὲ τρίτη γέγονε τῷ αχξς ἔτει ὁμοίως ἀπὸ τῆς Ἀλεξάνδρου τελευτῆς 
κατ᾽ Αἰγυπτίους Φαρμουθὶ τῇ τριακοστῇ εἰς τὴν πρώτην τοῦ Παχὼν μετὰ 
ὥραν τοῦ μεσονυκτίου α ἥμισυ τέταρτον τριακοστόν, πρὸς δὲ τὸν δι᾽ Añe- 
ξανδρείας πάλιν μετὰ D τρίτον δέκατον ἑξηκοστὸν ἔγγιστα ὥρας ἰσημε- 


ον 


ρινάς, καθ᾽ ὃν χρόνον ἐπεῖχεν ὁ ἥλιος ἀκριβῶς Διδύμων © ιε’ ἔγγιστα. 


Texte 4. 


Vat. gr. 298, f. 599v%, attribué à Kydónés. Les ff. 592v-598r sont vides ; 
l'annotation n'est pas autographe ; ἥλιος est toujours écrit en abrégé. Il 
s'agit d'une liste de la durée du jour pour la latitude de l'Hellespont (qui est 
dite étre aussi celle de Constantinople), aux dates oü le Soleil entre dans 
chaque signe zodiacal. Ce texte est problématique à plusieurs égards. 
Premier, la plupart des auteurs byzantins fixent la latitude de Constantinople 
au 6° climat (Milieu du Pont : 45°), ou à une valeur intermédiaire entre le 
5° climat (Hellespont : 405,56?) et le 6°, car la table des villes illustres dans 


?* La faute d'impression *590v" dans MERCATI — FRANCHI DE’ CAVALIERI, Codices Vaticani 
Graeci. Tomus I [voir n. 31], p. 424, est recopiée dans TINNEFELD, Demetrios Kydones. Briefe 
[voir n. 65], vol. 1.1, p. 67 [n? 1.7.8]. 
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les Tables faciles de Ptolémée assigne à Byzance une latitude de 43;5?95. 
Deuxiéme, si les valeurs de la durée du jour du Texte 4 sont calculées 
employant par exemple la table des ascensions obliques dans Almageste 11.8 
ou la table facile correspondante, elles doivent étre symétriques par rapport 
aux points solsticiaux mais ils ne le sont pas (seulement Taureau et Lion 
font exception, mais là on peut supposer une faute de la part d'un copiste). 
Troisiéme, il faut que la somme des valeurs symétriques par rapport aux 
points équinoxiaux donne 24 heures (ce qui est le cas seulement pour les 
chiffres relatives aux solstices et aux équinoxes), et surtout il faut que les 
valeurs soient correctes ... (méme coincidence partielle)”. 


τοῦ Κυδών(η) 

Μαρτίου ιδ ἥλιος ἀρχὴ Κριοῦ N ἡμέρα ρῶν ιβ 

Ἀπριλλίου ty Ἴλιος ἀρχὴ Ταύρου ἡμέρα ὥρῶν vy « A” 
Μαίου 1e ἥλιος ἀρχὴ Διδύμων ἡμέρα ὡρῶν 16  ἕ”ν 

Ἰουνίου 1e ἥλιος Καρκίνου ἀρχὴ ἡμέρα ὡρῶν ιε 

Ἰουλίου tg ἥλιος Λέοντος ἀρχὴ ἡμέρα ὡρῶν 16 « yo Ev 
Αὐγούστου ιζ ἥλιος Παρθένου ἀρχὴ ἡμέρα ὡρῶν vy « AV 
Σεπτεμβρίου ις ἥλιος Ζυγοῦ ἀρχὴ ἡμέρα ὡρῶν ιβ 
Ὀκτοβρίου {sic} 16 ἥλιος Σκορπίου ἀρχὴ ἡμέρα ópov ι « 1°" 


5 Pour Stéphanos (au début de l'ouvrage 6° climat, ensuite valeur intermédiaire), voir 
J. LEMPIRE, Le commentaire astronomique aux Tables Faciles de Ptolémée attribué à Stépha- 
nos d'Alexandrie, vol. I (CAB, XI), Louvain-la-Neuve, 2016, pp. 301-302 ; pour Grégoras, 
Barlaam et un texte anonyme dans le Vat. gr. 1058 (respectivement valeur moyenne, 6* climat 
et 5* climat), voir Nicéphore Grégoras, Calcul de l'éclipse de soleil du 16 juillet 1330, éd. 
J. MOGENET — A. TIHON — R. ROYEZ - A. BERG (CAB, I), Amsterdam, 1983, pp. 19 et 208-209, 
et Barlaam de Seminara, Traités sur les éclipses de soleil de 1333 et 1337, éd. J. MOGENET — 
A. TIHON — D. DONNET, Louvain, 1977, pp. 54.31-32 et 62.20-21 ; pour Théodoros Mélité- 
niotes (6° climat mais en tant qu'approximation), voir Theodore Méliténiotes, Tribiblios Astro- 
nomique, Livre II, éd. R. LEURQUIN (CAB, V), Amsterdam, 1993, p. 22.94-99. Stéphanos est 
aussi presque sürement à l'origine de la présence, dans les manuscrits des Tables faciles, de 
tables spécifiques pour le climat de Byzance (dont une table des ascensions obliques pour la 
latitude 43:53) : A. THON, Πτολεμαίου Πρόχειροι Κανόνες, Les Tables Faciles de Ptolémée, 
volume la, Tables ΑΙ-Α2 (Publications de l'Institut Orientaliste de Louvain, 59a), Louvain- 
la-Neuve, 2011, pp. 9-10 et 131-134. 

% Séquence du Texte 4 : 12, 13 >%, 14 ὕλῃ, 15, 14 So, 13 %0 12, 10 2%, 9 Yon, 9, 
92%, 10 η ; séquence calculée d’après la table d’Almageste IL8 (les fractions d'heure sont 
arrondies au soixantième le plus proche) : 12, 13 7%, 14 %p, 15, 14 *%o, 13 Yo, 12, 10 %o, 
9 3%, 9, 9 Ὅλη, 10 Yo ; séquence calculée d’après les Tables faciles : 12, 13 7%, 14 %o, 
15 Yoo, 14 η, 13 Ὅλ, 12, 10 Yo 9 Yoo, 8 9975, 9 oo, 10 #0 ; séquence calculée d’après 
la table qui accompagne la Syntaxe Perse de Grégoire Chioniadés (The Astronomical Works 
of Gregory Chioniades, éd. D. PINGREE [CAB, II], Amsterdam, 1985, pp. 216-217 ; noter que 
les valeurs ne sont pas symétriques) : 12, 13 7, 14 o, 14 %o, 14 Ὅλο, 13 270 12, 10 %o, 
9 Ὅλο, 9 Yoo, 9 Vo 10 0. La séquence des valeurs pour Byzance se lit directement dans une 
des Tables Persanes, voir par exemple le f. 80v du Laur. Plut. 28.13, autographe d'Isaak 
Argyros. 
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Νοεμβρίου te ἥλιος Τοξότου ἀρχὴ ἡμέρα ὡρῶν 0 y?" τον λον 
Δεκεμβρίου ιδ ἥλιος Αἰγόκερω ἀρχὴ ἡμέρα ὡρῶν 0 

Ἰαννουαρίου ty ἥλιος Ὑδροχόου ἀρχὴ ἡμέρα ὡρῶν 0 y?" τον λον 
Φεβρουαρίου ια ἥλιος Ἰχθύων ἀρχὴ ἡμέρα ὡρῶν 1 « 19" 

οὕτως ἔχουσιν αἱ τῶν νυχθημέρων αὐξομειώσεις ἐν τῷ δι᾽ Ἑλλησπόντου 
κλίματι, ἐν ᾧ ἔγγιστα καὶ ὃ διὰ Βυζαντίου παράλληλος κεῖται, ὥσπερ 
διὰ τῶν ὀργάνων λαμβάνεται. 


Planches 


. Vat. gr. 184, f. 12v (marge inférieure) 
. Vat. gr. 184, f. 13r (marge inférieure) 
. Vat. gr. 175, f. 75r 

. Monac. gr. 482, f. 91r 

. Bonon. A 18, f. 106r 

. Laur. Plut. 28.1, f. 17r 


Di uno 


Manuscrits mentionnés et leurs numéros Diktyon 


Bologna, Biblioteca Comunale dell'Archiginnasio, A 18-19 (Diktyon 9695) 


Città del Vaticano, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 175 (Diktyon 
66806) 

Vat. gr. 180 (Diktyon 66811) 
Vat. gr. 184 (Diktyon 66815) 
Vat. gr. 190 (Diktyon 66821) 
Vat. gr. 191 (Diktyon 66822) 
Vat. gr. 198 (Diktyon 66829) 
Vat. gr. 224 (Diktyon 66855) 
Vat. gr. 298 (Diktyon 66929) 
Vat. gr. 1058 (Diktyon 67689) 
Vat. gr. 1594 (Diktyon 68225) 
Vat. gr. 1882 (Diktyon 68511) 


Edinburgh, National Library of Scotland, Adv. 18.7.15 (Diktyon 13730) 


Firenze, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, Plut. 9.22 (Diktyon 16110) 
Laur. Plut. 28.1 (Diktyon 16182) 

Laur. Plut. 28.2 (Diktyon 16183) 

Laur. Plut. 28.13 (Diktyon 16194) 

Laur. Plut. 28.18 (Diktyon 16199) 

Laur. Plut. 74.10 (Diktyon 16665) 
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Hagion Oros, Moné Ivirón 812 (Diktyon 24407) 
Météóra, Moné tou Barlaam 202 (Diktyon 41097) 


Milano, Biblioteca Ambrosiana, E 76 sup. (gr. 292) (Diktyon 42700) 
P 72 sup. (gr. 626) (Diktyon 43103) 
R 117 sup. (gr. 724) (Diktyon 43201) 


München, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek, gr. 482 (Diktyon 44930) 
Nürnberg, Stadtbibliothek, Cent. V, App. 8 (Diktyon 46669) 
Oxford, Bodleian Library, D'Orville 301 (Diktyon 47906) 


Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France, Coislin 192 (Diktyon 49331) 
Par. gr. 438 (Diktyon 50012) 

Par. gr. 1276 (Diktyon 50885) 

Par. gr. 2381 (Diktyon 52013) 

Par. gr. 2390 (Diktyon 52022) 

Par. gr. 2461 (Diktyon 52093) 


Venezia, Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, gr. Z. 303 (coll. 534) (Diktyon 69774) 
Marc. gr. Z. 310 (coll. 301) (Diktyon 69781) 
Marc. gr. Z. 311 (coll. 308) (Diktyon 69782) 
Marc. gr. Z. 313 (coll. 690) (Diktyon 69784) 
Marc. gr. Z. 516 (coll. 904) (Diktyon 69987) 


Wien, Österreichische Nationalbibliothek, phil. gr. 31 (Diktyon 71145) 
Zeitz, Stiftsbibliothek, 66 (Diktyon 72775) 
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Planche 3. Vat. gr. 175, f. 75r. 
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Planche 4. Monac. gr. 482, f. 91. 
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Planche 5. Bonon. A 18, f. 106r. 
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ZUR DATIERUNG VON PROKOPS GEHEIMGESCHICHTE* 


Die Forschung ist sich weitgehend einig, dass Prokops Bella 1-7 auf 550/551 
zu datieren seien; das daran anschließende achte Buch sei vor 554 entstan- 
den; die Schrift De aedificiis stelle das späteste Werk dar.! Für die Geheim- 
geschichte werden jedoch zwei alternative Datierungen diskutiert, einerseits 
eine Frühdatierung auf 550, die auf Haury zurückgeht, und andererseits eine 
Spätdatierung auf 558/559, die zu jener Zeit u.a. von Dahn vertreten wurde.? 
Haurys Datierung kann als etabliert gelten;? sie wurde jüngst von Kaldellis 
noch einmal ausführlich verteidigt.^ 

Ein Detail in der Geheimgeschichte hat aber in der Datierungsdebatte bisher 
wenig Aufmerksamkeit gefunden: Bei Prok. HA 27,17 wird der spätere 


* Dieser Beitrag entstand im Rahmen des DFG-finanzierten Sonderforschungsbereichs 923 
Bedrohte Ordnungen. Ich danke allen, die auf vielfältige Weise die Entstehung des vorliegen- 
den Textes unterstützt haben, besonders Olivier Gengler (Heidelberg/Tübingen). 

! Eine gute Übersicht über die aktuelle Entwicklung der Prokop-Forschung bietet 
G. GREATREX, Perceptions of Procopius in Recent Scholarship, in Histos, 8 (2014), S. 76-121, 
speziell zur Datierung der Werke s. ibidem, S. 97-104. J. A. S. Evans, The Dates of Procopius’ 
Works, A Recapitulation of the Evidence, in GRBS, 37 (1996), S. 301-313, hier S. 301-308, 
datiert das letzte Buch der Bella anders, wogegen G. GREATREX, Recent Work on Procopius 
and the Composition of Wars VIII, in BMGS, 27 (2003), S. 45-67, hier S. 52-57, argumentiert. 
Letzterer geht ibidem davon aus, dass Prokop im Jahre 552 am achten Buch der Bella geschrie- 
ben habe, und erhebt zurecht Einwände gegen die von EvANS, Dates, S. 306, vorgebrachte 
Datierung auf frühestens 557. Man wird aber wohl auch nicht zwingend die von GREATREX, 
Recent Work, S. 57, implizierte Datierung der Fertigstellung auf 552 akzeptieren müssen, 
selbst wenn Prokop in diesem Jahr am achten Buch gearbeitet hat. Man sollte ihm auch noch 
ein wenig Überarbeitungszeit zugestehen. Insofern ist es überzeugender, mit GREATREX, 
Perceptions, S. 97, das Jahr 553 in Betracht zu ziehen. 

? Vgl. J. HAURY, Procopiana, Programm des Königlichen Realgymnasiums Augsburg für 
das Studienjahr 1890/1891, Augsburg, o. J., S. 16; F. DAHN, Prokopius von Cásarea, Ein Bei- 
trag zur Historiographie der Völkerwanderung und des sinkenden Rómerthums, Berlin, 1865, 
e.g. S. 39. 

3 So auch das Resümee der Diskussion bei GREATREX, Perceptions [wie Anm. 1], S. 100, 
und zuvor bereits bei G. GREATREX, The Dates of Procopius' Works, in BMGS, 18 (1994), 
S. 101-114, hier S. 102, und J. SIGNES CODONER, Prokops Anecdota und Justinians Nachfolge, 
in JÓB, 53 (2003), S. 47-82, hier S. 47. Ein áhnliches Bild bietet auch T. MÉSZÁROS, Notes 
on Procopius’ Secret History, in E. JUHASZ (Hrsg.), Byzanz und das Abendland, Begegnungen 
zwischen Ost und West (Antiquitas, Byzantium, Renascentia, 5, Bibliotheca Byzantina, 1), 
Budapest, 2013, S. 285-304, insbesondere S. 293-299, der S. 296 schreibt: „All in all, we are 
inclined to accept that according to the specific dramaturgy of the An[ekdota], the author 
counts the 32 years mentioned, i.e. the beginning of Justinian's power from Justin's first 
year.“ 

^ Vgl. A. KALDELLIS, The Date and Structure of Prokopios’ Secret History and His Projec- 
ted Work on Church History, in GRBS, 49 (2009), S. 585-616. 
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römische Bischof Pelagius I. (556-561) als Archidiakon bezeichnet. Sowohl 
Victor von Tunnuna als auch der Liber pontificalis berichten neben Prokop 
davon, dass Pelagius Archidiakon war, weswegen an der Bekleidung dieses 
Amtes durch den spáteren rómischen Bischof kein Zweifel gehegt werden 
sollte. Problematisch für die Frühdatierung der Geheimgeschichte ist nun, 
dass Pelagius dieses Amt erst nach dem 14. Mai 553 bekleidet haben kann, 
da das Constitutum de tribus capitulis, welches der rómische Bischof Vigi- 
lius auch von seinen Anhängern unterschreiben ließ, auf diesen Tag datiert 
und von einem gewissen Theophanius als römischem Archidiakon unter- 
schrieben wurde, wohingegen Pelagius selbst nur als Diakon unterzeichne- 
te.” Er kann folglich erst nach diesem Datum zum Archidiakon geweiht 
worden sein.* Konsequenterweise wird Pelagius während der bei Prokop 
beschriebenen Vorgänge, die sich noch zu Theodoras Lebzeiten zutrugen,? 
noch nicht den Archidiakonat bekleidet haben. Allerdings muss man sich 
fragen, warum Pelagius in der Geheimgeschichte dieses Kirchenamt über- 
haupt beigelegt wird. Die Handschriften sind an der fraglichen Stelle alle- 
samt textkritisch unauffallig.'° Sollte es sich also um einen Fehler in der 
Manuskripttradition handeln, muss dieser schon in einem gemeinsamen 
Vorgänger sämtlicher Handschriften, die der aktuellen Teubner-Edition 
zugrunde liegen, enthalten gewesen sein.!! Sollte es sich allerdings nicht um 


5 Zu seiner Person s. Prosopographie chrétienne du Bas-Empire, II, Rom, 2000, S. 1710- 
1716, s.v. Pelagius 3; s. auch F. BATTISTELLA, Pelagius I. und der Primat Roms. Ein Beitrag 
zum Drei-Kapitel-Streit und zur Papstgeschichte des 6. Jahrhunderts (Mainzer Althistorische 
Studien, T), Hamburg, 2017. Die ibidem, S. 41 Anm. 103 angestellten Überlegungen zu Pro- 
kops Aussage sind gemäß den im Folgenden vorgebrachten Argumenten zu modifizieren. 

€ Vgl. Vict. Tonn. chron. 159 (p. 52 CARDELLE DE HARTMANN-s.d. 558, p. 204 MOMMSEN, 
MGH AA, 11, Chronica minora, 2); Lib. pont. 61,8 (p. 299 DUCHESNE). Dass dieses Amt 
zudem im 6. Jahrhundert in der Regel auch die Grundlage für die Nachfolge auf die cathedra 
Petri bildete, zeigt E. WIRBELAUER, Bischofswahl in Rom (3.-6. Jh.). Bedingungen — Akteure — 
Verfahren, in J. LEEMANS [u.a.] (Hrsg.), Episcopal Elections in Late Antiquity (Arbeiten zur 
Kirchengeschichte, 119), Berlin - New York, 2011, S. 293-304. 

7 Vgl. Coll. Avell. 83 (p. 320 GUENTHER). 

8 Theoretisch ist es möglich, dass Pelagius dieses Amt bereits früher bekleidete, es dann 
von Theophanius übernommen wurde und Pelagius es im Anschluss abermals bekleidete. 
Angesichts der ansonsten erfolgreichen Karriere des Pelagius sowie deren Dokumentierung 
(vgl. Prosopographie chrétienne du Bas-Empire, Π. S. 1710-1716, s.v. Pelagius 3) erscheint ein 
solcher zwischenzeitlicher Rückschritt in Pelagius’ Karriere jedoch äußerst unwahrscheinlich. 
Eine mögliche Erklärung, warum Theophanius’ Position überhaupt von Pelagius übernommen 
werden konnte, findet sich bei BATTISTELLA, Pelagius I. [wie Anm. 5], S. 40-42. 

? Vgl. Prok. HA 27,16; 27,19. 

10 Vgl. J. Haury — G. WIRTH (Hrsg.), Procopii Caesariensis opera omnia, Vol. 3, Historia 
quae dicitur arcana, Leipzig, 1963, 5. 168. Selbst der laut MÉszÁROS, Notes [wie Anm. 3], 
S. 285 heute als wichtigster Textzeuge eingestufte Codex Parisinus, Suppl. gr. 1185 bezeugt, 
f. 54", Z. 21 ἀρχιδιάκονος. 

11 Vollstündigkeitshalber könnte man noch jene Handschriften überprüfen, die bei HAURY — 
WIRTH, Procopii Caesariensis opera omnia [wie Anm. 10], S. xx nur erwähnt werden. Es steht 
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einen solchen, erst im Verlauf der Überlieferung entstandenen Fehler han- 
deln, muss die Datierung der Geheimgeschichte auf 550 überprüft werden. 

Bereits Evans merkte kritisch an: „The proem of the Anekdota implies 
that it was begun after the complete Wars 1-7 had been made public in 551, 
and the date of the Anekdota still accepted by most scholars is 549-550.*? 
Schon vor Evans sprach Haury davon, dass die Geheimgeschichte „gegen 
Ende des Jahres 550 geschrieben“ sein müsse und schloss somit den Zeit- 
raum vor 550 aus.!? Da aber die letzten Ereignisse von Buch 7 der Bella in 
den Winter 550/551 fallen,'* muss für eine Abfassung der Anekdota spát im 
Jahre 550 erklärt werden, wie Prokop von den Vorgängen auf dem Balkan 
Kenntnis erhielt und sie noch in das siebte Buch der Bella aufnehmen 
konnte, bevor er die Anekdota schrieb. Wenn man eine Abfassung der 
Geheimgeschichte parallel zu den Bella annimmt, ist eine solche Überlegung 
kein Problem. Dann sind allerdings auch die Ereignisse, die am Ende von 
Buch 7 geschildert werden, für die Datierung der Geheimgeschichte von 
geringem Wert. 

Fakt ist, dass Prokop seine Leser zu Beginn der Anekdota glauben macht, 
dass der Kaiser bereits tot wäre. Zu Lebzeiten der Täter hätte er den Inhalt 
der Geheimgeschichte nicht schreiben können, behauptet er und kündigt an, 
das Leben Justinians und Theodoras zu schildern.'* Theodora starb 548.16 
was ein plausibler terminus post quem für den Beginn der Abfassung der 
Geheimgeschichte wäre, denn Justinian war in diesem Moment schon über 
65 Jahre alt," zudem laut Signes Codofier vom Tod seiner Gemahlin emo- 
tional getroffen und gesundheitlich angeschlagen.!? Es ist also denkbar, dass 
Prokop mit seinem Werk an die Öffentlichkeit treten wollte, sobald auch 
Justinian, dessen Herrschaftsende man damals offenbar in Bálde erwartete, 
gestorben war.!” 


aber zu vermuten, dass auch sie im hier behandelten Punkt keine auffallende Abweichung 
zeigen. 

12 Evans, Dates [wie Anm. 1], S. 302. Kein Problem sieht e.g. GREATREX, Dates [wie 
Anm. 3], S. 102. 

13 HAURY, Procopiana [wie Anm. 2], S. 16. 

14 Vgl. e.g. EVANS, Dates [wie Anm. 1], S. 301; B. CROKE, Jordanes and the Immediate 
Past, in Historia, 54 (2005), S. 473-494, hier S. 477-489. 

15 Vgl. Prok. HA 1,2-3. 

16 Vgl. PLRE IIIB, 5. 1240-1241, s.v. Theodora 1. 

17 Zon. 14,5,40 berichtet, dass Justinian bei seiner Thronbesteigung 45 Jahre alt gewesen sei. 

1$ Vgl. SIGNES CODONER, Prokops Anecdota [wie Anm. 3], S. 67 einschließlich Anm. 55. 

19 Auf das Erwarten von Justinians Ende wiesen bereits A. KALDELLIS, Identifying Dissi- 
dent Circles in Sixth-Century Byzantium, The Friendship of Prokopios and loannes Lydos, in 
Florilegium, 21 (2004), S. 1-17, hier S. 2 (mit Blick konkret auf das Jahr 551) und GREATREX, 
Recent Work [wie Anm. 1], S. 62 hin. Ausführlich mit weiteren Überlegungen äußern sich 
SIGNES CODONER, Prokops Anecdota [wie Anm. 3], passim, insbesondere S. 57-68; S. 76, 
IDEM, One History...in Several Instalments, Dating and Genre in Procopius’ Works, in RSBN, 
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Das heißt aber nicht, dass Prokop die gesamte Geheimgeschichte bereits 
548 oder 549 verfasste, denn die mehrfach bei Prokop erwähnten 32 Jahre 
justinianischer Herrschaft würden von dort zurückgerechnet nicht einmal 
das Jahr 518 ergeben.” Das bedeutet, dass der heute erhaltene Text zwar 
548 oder 549 begonnen, aber nicht abgeschlossen worden sein kann.?! Diese 
Beobachtung deckt sich mit den Ausführungen von Kaldellis und Mészáros 
zur Werkstruktur. Ersterer meinte, dass die Geheimgeschichte mit Sicherheit 
aus zwei, womöglich sogar drei Teilen bestehe,” und Mészáros, dass nur 
ein Teil der Geheimgeschichte durchstrukturiert worden sei, dem Rest aber 
der Feinschliff einer abschließenden Redaktion fehle. Es bleibt aber die 
Frage, von welchem Zeitpunkt an die besagten 32 Jahre zu zählen sind und 
wie die Bezeichnung des Pelagius als Archidiakon zu den beiden gängigen 
Datierungsvorschlágen passt. 

Auf den ersten Blick móchte man sich für die Spátdatierung auf 558/559 
aussprechen, die die 32 Jahre ab dem Beginn von Justinians Kaiserherr- 
schaft zählt, also ab dem Jahre 527,” da sie mit der Ernennung des Pelagius 


54 (2017), S. 3-26, hier S. 9-11 und H. BÓRM, Procopius, his Predecessors, and the Genesis 
of the Anecdota, in H. BÖRM — W. HAVENER (Hrsg.), Antimonarchic Discourse in Antiquity 
(Studies in Ancient Monarchies, 3), Stuttgart, 2015, S. 305-346, hier S. 327-335. Letzterer 
vermutet, dass ein gewaltsamer Umsturz erwartet wurde, für den sich Prokop wappnen wollte, 
indem er sich gegebenenfalls mittels Publikation der Anekdota scharf von Justinian distanzierte. 
Im Gegensatz zu SIGNES CODONER, Prokops Anecdota [wie Anm. 3], S. 58-68 sieht er in 
Germanus jedoch nicht den potenziellen Nachfolger. Als Indiz dafür, dass auch ein natürliches 
Ende Justinians erwartet worden sein kónnte, darf man vermutlich die nur zógerlich durch- 
geführte und schlieBlich scheiternde Verschwórung ansehen, von der Prok. BG 3,31-32 
berichtet. Insbesondere das Zógern des comes excubitorum Marcellus (Prok. BG 3,32,24-26) 
könnte mit SIGNES CODONER, Prokops Anecdota [wie Anm. 3], S. 62-67 so erklärt werden. 

20 Die 32 Jahre werden erwähnt bei Prok. HA 18,33; 23,1; 24,28-29; 24,33. 

?! Ähnlich MÉszÁROS, Notes [wie Anm. 3], S. 300: ,,[I]t is possible that Procopius did not 
write the whole work in 550, only the second part.“ [eigene Hervorhebung] und GREATREX, 
Perceptions [wie Anm. 1], S. 100 mit Anm. 93. 

2 Vel. KALDELLIS, Date and Structure [wie Anm. 4], S. 598-606. SIGNES CODONER, Prokops 
Anecdota [wie Anm. 3], S. 49 Anm. 14 sowie S. 81-82 unterscheidet sogar vier Segmente, 
ohne allerdings daraus explizit verschiedene Arbeitsschritte oder Ähnliches abzuleiten. In 
einem späteren Aufsatz bevorzugt derselbe Forscher eine Zweiteilung (vgl. SIGNES CODONER, 
One History [wie Anm. 19], S. 7-9). 

23 Vgl. MÉSZAROS, Notes [wie Anm. 3], 5. 302-304. Ähnlich meinte SIGNES CODONER, 
Prokops Anecdota [wie Anm. 3], S. 79-80, dass das Werk der Vollendung recht nahe gewesen 
sei und nicht bloß eine lockere Sammlung darstelle. Die Tatsache, dass die Geheimgeschichte 
móglicherweise in unvollendeter Form vorliegt, kónnte im Übrigen auch erklüren, warum 
Pelagius nur bei Prok. HA 27,17 als Archidiakon bezeichnet wird, während die übrigen Stel- 
len der Geheimgeschichte (Prok. HA 27,24; 29,2) Pelagius ohne irgendeine Amtsbezeichnung 
nennen, Prok. BG 3,16,5 Pelagius aber mit der zum dort berichteten Zeitraum korrekten geist- 
lichen Würde versieht. 

3 Ob dabei die Kaisererhebung oder erst die Alleinherrschaft als Beginn genommen werden, 
ist an dieser Stelle unerheblich, da es sich um eine Differenz von etwa vier Monaten innerhalb 
desselben Jahres handelt. Prok. HA 9,54 beziffert die Zeit der gemeinsamen Kaiserherrschaft 
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problemlos vereinbar ist. Sämtliche Argumente für diese Datierung konnten 
jedoch bisher nicht recht überzeugen. Croke, der sich gegen die Frühdatierung 
positionierte, weist zwar auf einige wichtige Details hin, doch zeigt Kaldellis, 
dass sie für eine Datierung der Geheimgeschichte auf 558/559 nicht aus- 
reichen.” Ähnlich erging es den Argumenten von Scott, die von Greatrex 
und Evans besprochen wurden.” Ist also doch 550, wie von Haury einst 
vorgeschlagen und insbesondere von Kaldellis mit Nachdruck postuliert,” 
das richtige Datum und die Bezeichnung des Pelagius als Archidiakon nichts 
weiter als eine Glosse, die schon früh Eingang in den Haupttext fand? Muss 
man also die 32 Jahre ab dem Regierungsantritt Justins I. zählen? 

Kaldellis stellt fest, dass bei Prok. HA 18,45 zwischen einer Zeit unter- 
schieden wird, in der Justinian regierte (Ἰουστινιανοῦ διοικουµένου τὴν 
πολιτείαν), und einer Zeit, in der Justinian Kaiser war (τὴν αὐτοκράτορα 
ἀρχὴν ἔχοντος). Es sei hierin, so Kaldellis, eine Unterscheidung zwischen 
tatsächlicher Regierung und formaler Regierung zu erkennen, die sich durch 
die Werke Prokops ziehe. Die in der Geheimgeschichte erwähnten 32 Jahre 
umfassten demnach zwei Zeiträume: „32 = years of administration + years 
of sole rule“.# „Both opponents and defenders of 550 are wrong when they 
say or imply that in the Secret History, Prokopios dated Justinian's reign 
from 518. There is never any ambiguity about which date Prokopios means 
whenever he says that something occurred during Justinian's reign: the latter 
began in 527.2 

Selbst wenn die Kaiserherrschaft Justinians bei Prokop mit dem Jahre 527 
beginnt, wie auch Croke überzeugend nachwies,?? könnte mit den 32 Jahren 
folglich nicht bloß Justinians Zeit als Kaiser gemeint sein. Durch die feine 


Justins I. und Justinians übrigens auf wenige Tage (ἡμέραις δὲ οὐ πολλαῖς), obwohl es eigent- 
lich, wie gesagt, mehrere Monate waren (Ähnliches stellte auch B. CROKE, Procopius’ Secret 
History. Rethinking the Date, in GRBS, 45 [2005], S. 405-431, hier S. 410 fest). 

25 Vgl. CROKE, Procopius’ Secret History [wie Anm. 24], S. 418-420; KALDELLIS, Date 
and Structure [wie Anm. 4], S. 594-597. 

26 Vgl. R. SCOTT, Justinian's Coinage and Easter Reforms and the Date of the Secret 
History, in BMGS, 11 (1987), S. 215-221, hier S. 215-216; GREATREX, Dates [wie Anm. 3], 
S. 103-105; Evans, Dates [wie Anm. 1], S. 308-310. 

27 Vel. e.g. HAURY, Procopiana [wie Anm. 2], S. 16; KALDELLIS, Date and Structure [wie 
Anm. 4], S. 616. 

38 Vgl. KALDELLIS, Date and Structure [wie Anm. 4], S. 587-591, Zitat: 5. 588. 

22 KALDELLIS, Date and Structure [wie Anm. 4], S. 590. MÉszÁROs, Notes [wie Anm. 3], 
S. 294-298, insbesondere S. 297 misst dieser Beobachtung von Kaldellis kaum Bedeutung 
bei: „The wording, however, is accidental, no consistency can be detected in the use of single 
expressions, thus we cannot draw extensive conclusions from this analysis.“ Die sprachliche 
Unterscheidung zwischen bloßem Regieren und dem Innehaben der Kaiserherrschaft bei 
Prokop stellte jedoch schon HAURY, Procopiana [wie Anm. 2], S. 10-11 klar heraus. 

30 Vgl. B. CROKE, Justinian under Justin. Reconfiguring a Reign, in BZ, 100 (2007), S. 13-56, 
hier S. 53-55. 
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Unterscheidung zwischen bloßem Herrschen und dem Regieren als Kaiser 
kónnen die 32 Jahre auch in Justins Kaisertum hinüberreichen. Es bleibt 
somit die Frage, wie weit Justinians Herrschaft auszudehnen ist, denn dass 
Justin I. gerade in der Frühzeit nicht bloß eine Marionette Justinians war, 
hat Croke vor kurzem deutlich gemacht.?! 

Schon Haury betonte, dass bei Prok. HA 6,19-9,54 stets Justin I. als 
Kaiser gemeint sei und Prokop dort Ereignisse aus dessen erstem bis 
sechsten Regierungsjahr schildere, für die Justinian die Verantwortung 
trage. Der Forscher war deshalb überzeugt, dass Prok. HA 6,26 als Beleg 
dafür gelesen werden kónne, dass Justinian schon die gesamte Regierungs- 
zeit Justins I. hindurch geherrscht habe.** Bei Prokop steht an besagter Stelle, 
dass Justinian 

οὔπω γοῦν δεκαταῖος εἰς τὴν δύναμιν γεγονὼς Ἀμάντιον τῶν ἐν Παλατίῳ 
εὐνούχων ἄρχοντα ξὺν ἑτέροις τισὶν ἐξ αἰτίας οὐδεμιᾶς ἔκτεινεν, ἄλλο 
οὐδὲν τῷ ἀνθρώπῳ ἐπενεγκών, πλήν γε δὴ ὅτι ἐς Ἰωάννην τὸν τῆς πόλεως 
ἀρχιερέα λόγον τινὰ προπετῆ giro, 


Zehn Tage nachdem Justinian zu δύναμις gelangt sei, habe er also Aman- 
tios beseitigt. Amantios starb, das belegt auch die Parallelüberlieferung, kurz 
nach dem Regierungsantritt Justins L?^ Allerdings schreiben die anderen 
Quellen die Schuld nicht Justinian zu. Pseudo-Zacharias Rhetor und einige 
weitere Quellen benennen niemanden explizit und suggerieren damit letzt- 
lich, dass Justin I. verantwortlich sei, da sie nichts von einem regulären 
Prozess Abweichendes benennen.? In anderen Quellen wird sogar explizit 
Justin I. verantwortlich gemacht.? Nur Prokops Anekdota beschuldigen aus- 
drücklich Justinian. 


5! Vgl. CROKE, Justinian under Justin [wie Anm. 30], passim. 

32 Vgl. HAURY, Procopiana [wie Anm. 2], S. 11-14. Wenn bei Prok. HA 8,24 Justinian als 
Kaiser gemeint ist, so geschieht dies im Rahmen einer allgemeinen Charakterisierung und ist 
daher, wie schon HAURY, Procopiana [wie Anm. 2], S. 11; S. 14 erklärte, ohne besonderen 
Eigenwert. 

33 Prok. HA 6,26; Übersetzung: Als er noch nicht zehn Tage Zugang zur Macht erlangt 
hatte, tótete er grundlos Amantios, den Chef der Palasteunuchen, und einige andere, wobei er 
gegen den Menschen nichts Anderes vorbrachte, als dass dieser ein keckes Wort gegen Johan- 
nes, den Patriarchen der Stadt gesprochen habe. 

34 Vel. PLRE IL S. 67-68, s.v. Amantius 4. S. auch C. BEGASS, Die Senatsaristokratie des 
ostrómischen Reiches, ca. 457-518, Prosopographische und sozialgeschichtliche Untersuchun- 
gen (Vestigia, 71), München, 2018, S. 70-71 (Nr. 12). Zur Darstellung von Amantios' Ende 
in den Quellen s. ferner G. GREATREX, The Early Years of Justin I's Reign in the Sources, 
in: E. DABROWA (Hrsg.), Studies on the Late Roman History (Electrum, 12), Krakau, 2007, 
S. 99-113, hier S. 99-105. 

55 Vgl. Ps.-Zach. Chron. 8,1; Const. Porph. Exc. de insid. p. 170, 20-22 DE Boon; Marc. 
com. ad ann. 519 (p. 101 MOMMSEN, MGH AA, 11, Chronica minora, 2); Zon. 14,5,4-5. 

36 Vgl. Mal. 17,2 (p. 337 THURN=p. 410-411 DINDORF); Chron. Pasch. s.a. 519 (p. 611-612 
NIEBUHR); Theoph. AM 6011 (p. 165-166 DE Boor); Vict. Tonn. chron. 102 (p. 33 CARDELLE 
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An sämtlichen Stellen der Geheimgeschichte, an denen das Wort δύναμις 
vorkommt, deutet es auf Macht und Einfluss hin. Keine Stelle ist so zu 
deuten, dass zwingend die Kaiserherrschaft oder auch nur Herrschaft oder 
Regieren in irgendeiner Form gemeint sei. Die oben zitierte Stelle wäre mit 
δύναμις in dieser Bedeutung eine Ausnahmeerscheinung, wie auch ein Blick 
in die übrigen Werke Prokops bestátigt.?” Man sollte also nicht mit Haury 
und den übrigen Vertretern der Frühdatierung einfach den Einfluss Justini- 
ans mit einer Regierungsbeteiligung oder gar eigenem Regieren gleichset- 
zen.** Vielmehr liegt Prokops Vorwurf nahe, wenn Justinian kurz nach dem 
Tode des Amantios comes excubitorum geworden ist, wie Croke aufgrund 
Justinians (Selbst-)Bezeichnung als comes in einem Brief vom 22.4.519 ver- 
mutet.?? Dieser Sachverhalt zwingt aber nicht dazu, Justinian als Regierenden 
zu sehen. 

Wenn der Fall des Amantios Justinian nicht als Regierenden zeigt, son- 
dern nur als einflussreich, dann gerát aber die Datierung der Geheimge- 
schichte nicht mehr nur durch die Bezeichnung des Pelagius als Archidiakon 
ins Wanken, denn die 32 Jahre müssen dann nicht unbedingt ab 518 gezählt 
werden. Prokop lässt Justinians Regierung zwar unter Justin I. beginnen, 
aber nicht unbedingt 518. Im Jahre 520 wurde Vitalian im Palast ermordet. 
Da angenommen werden kann, dass Vitalians Macht als Gefahr für Justini- 
ans Nachfolge auf den Kaiserthron angesehen wurde, liegt es somit nahe, 
Justinian zu beschuldigen.* Eine explizite Verbindung zu Justinian findet sich 
jedoch erneut nur in wesentlich spáteren oder Justinian feindlich gesinnten 


DE HARTMANN=Ss.a. 519, p. 196 MOMMSEN, MGH AA, 11, Chronica minora, 2); Evagr. HE 4,2; 
Jord. Rom. 360; Cedr. I, p. 637-638 BEKKER. 

37 Die Stellen lassen sich, auch wenn das Werk nicht fehlerfrei ist, leicht mittels der Micro- 
fiches N10-H11 in B. CouLie — B. Kinpt — CETEDOC, Thesaurus Procopii Caesariensis, De 
Bellis, Historia Arcana, De Aedificiis (Corpus Christianorum, Thesaurus Patrum Graecorum), 
Turnhout, 2000 finden. Auf eine Aufzáhlung aller Belegstellen bei Prokop wird daher verzichtet. 
Speziell in der Geheimgeschichte findet sich δύναμις bei Prok. HA 1,32; 5,10; 6,10-11; 7,23; 
7,31; 8,8 (nicht 8,9 wie bei COULE — KINDT — CETEDOC, Thesaurus, F11 angegeben); 9,31; 
10,9; 10,16; 12,15; 12,28; 14,10; 15,2; 16,5; 18,2; 18,36; 21,23; 25,5 (nicht 25,6 wie bei 
COULIE — KINDT — CETEDOC, Thesaurus, C11 angegeben); 27,6-8.; 27,11; 28,14 (nicht 28,15 
wie bei COULE — KINDT — CETEDOC, Thesaurus, C11 angegeben); 29,6 (nicht 29,7 wie bei 
COULIE — ΚΙνρτ-- CETEDOC, Thesaurus, B11 angegeben). S. aber auch Anm. 38. 

38 Besonders deutlich wird die Unterscheidung zwischen δύναμις und tatsächlicher Herr- 
schaft auch bei Prok. BV 2,7,15. Dort erfährt man, dass Gelimer große δύναμις und großen 
Reichtum schon genossen habe, bevor er auf den Thron gelangt sei. 

39 Vgl. CROKE, Justinian under Justin [wie Anm. 30], S. 24-25 mit Verweis auf Coll. 
Avell. 162 (p. 614 GUENTHER). 

^9 Zur Person des Vitalian s. PLRE II, S. 1171-1176, s.v. Vitalianus 2; BEGASS, Senats- 
aristokratie [wie Anm. 34], S. 255-261 (Nr. 218). Dass die Nachfolge Justinians bedroht gewesen 
sei, bringt BEGASS, Senatsaristokratie [wie Anm. 34], S. 260-261 als Motiv ins Spiel. Konkrete 
Usurpationspläne Vitalians lehnt er ab und teilt damit implizit die Ansicht von Greatrex, Early 
Years [wie Anm. 34], S. 105-106, der dies für einen vorgeschobenen Grund hält. 
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Quellen.*! Von Justinian als Herrschendem ist darüber hinaus an der ent- 
sprechenden Prokop-Stelle auch nicht die Rede.? Schon Dahn konstatierte 
daher treffend, dass es kein „Lügen Prokops“ sei, wenn dieser „die Regie- 
rungs-Handlungen der letzten Zeit des Justinus dem Justinian beimißt, denn 
Prokop hat ja ausdrücklich den Neffen als den Leiter der spätern Regierung 
des Oheims dargestellt. 

In einer Fußnote hat Scott auf eine scheinbare Schwierigkeit bei der 
Argumentation mit den 32 Jahren hingewiesen: „Kaldellis’ argument for the 
earlier date of 550 relies largely on an assumption that independent statements 
of Procopius, separated by two whole pages and with their own discrete 
contexts, should be read as virtually consecutive and hence interdependent.'*^ 
Es sollten daher die vier Passagen, in denen von den 32 Jahren gesprochen 
wird, noch einmal genauer überprüft werden, bevor weitere Überlegungen 
angestellt werden. 

(1) Prok. HA 18,33 berichtet, dass die Zirkusparteien ihr Unwesen seit 
32 Jahren treiben würden. Prok. HA 6-8 behandeln eindeutig Unruhen der 
Zirkusparteien zur Zeit Justins L, für welche Justinian verantwortlich 
gemacht wird. Die 32 Jahre von Prok. HA 18,33 sollten daher mit Kaldellis 
eindeutig auch auf die Zeit, als Justin I. Kaiser war, bezogen werden.“ 
Schaut man anschlieDend aber in die sogenannte Weltchronik des Johannes 
Malalas, so wird dort nicht nur ein anderes Bild von den Unruhen selbst 
gezeichnet. Es wird auch klar, dass Theodotos sie als frisch ernannter Stadt- 
präfekt in der ersten Indiktion (522-523) direkt unterdriickte.** Rechnet man 
vom spätesten Zeitpunkt der Ernennung des Theodotos die 32 Jahre, so ist 
der späteste terminus ante quem für die Abfassung dieser Passage der August 
555. Wahrscheinlicher dürfte aber ein früheres Datum sein, da Theodotos 


^! Justinian wird nur bei Prok. HA 6,27-28, Vict. Tonn. chron. 107 (p. 35 CARDELLE DE 
HARTMANN=s.a. 523, p. 197 MOMMSEN, MGH AA, 11, Chronica minora, 2) und Zon. 14,5,14 
mit der Ermordung Vitalians explizit in Verbindung gebracht. Nicht genannt wird Justinian 
hingegen bei Ps.-Zach. Chron. 8,2, Evagr. HE 4,3, Jord. Rom. 361, Marc. com. ad ann. 520 
(p. 101 MoMMsEN, MGH AA, 11, Chronica minora, 2), Mal. 17,8 (p. 339 THURN=p. 412 
DiNpoRF), Theoph. AM 6012 (p. 166 DE Boor), Const. Porph. Exc. de insid. p. 170,26-171,5 
De Boor, Joh. Nik. 90 (p. 382 ZOTENBERG) und Mich. Syr. 9,12. Schon Greatrex, Early Years 
[wie Anm. 34], S. 106 Anm. 39 konstatierte nicht ohne Verwunderung, dass „Evagrius (HE IV.3), 
who might also be expected to be critical, seems to fall for the official version“. 

2 Vel. Prok. HA 6,27-28. 

55 Daun, Prokopius [wie Anm. 2], S. 373 Anm. 1 [alles sic, eigene Hervorhebungen]. 

4 R. SCOTT, Justinian's New Age and The Second Coming, in idem (Hrsg.), Byzantine 
Chronicles and the Sixth Century (Variorum Collected Studies Series CS, 1004), Farnham, 
Beitrag XIX, S. 13 Anm. 37. 

55 Vgl. KALDELLIS, Date and Structure [wie Anm. 4], S. 588-589. 

# Vg]. Mal. 17,12 (p. 343 THURN-p. 416 DiNDORF). Zur Person s. PLRE II, S. 1104-1105, 
s.v. Theodotus qui et Colocynthius 11; BEGASS, Senatsaristokratie [wie Anm. 34], S. 247-249 
(Nr. 208). 
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die Unruhen umgehend beseitigte und die Unruhen noch vor die Ernennung 
datiert werden müssen. Hieraus ergäbe sich der Jahreswechsel von 554 auf 
555 als ein recht plausibler terminus ante quem. 

(2) Prok. HA 23,1 führt aus, dass frühere Kaiser regelmäßig allgemeine 
Steuererlasse gewährt hätten, damit die Notleidenden nicht dauernd bedrängt 
würden und die Steuereintreiber nicht die Falschen besteuerten. Justinian 
hingegen habe binnen 32 Jahren seinen Untertanen keine solche Wohltat 
zukommen lassen, wobei Prokop nicht präzisiert, ob Justinian als Kaiser 
oder nur als Regierender gemeint ist. Kaldellis verweist im Zusammenhang 
mit dieser Stelle auf Novelle 147, in der Justinian angibt, dass er bisher zwar 
schon beschränkte Steuererlasse, aber noch keinen allgemeinen Steuererlass 
gewährt habe. Diesen gewähre er nun. Das Datum der Novelle, das Kaldel- 
lis gemäß der Entscheidung der Editoren mit dem 15. April 553 angibt, 
ist daher für ihn als terminus ante quem ein eindeutiges Argument gegen 
eine Datierung auf das Jahr 558/559." Eine gewisse Schwierigkeit erwächst 
dieser Interpretation auf den ersten Blick aus der Novelle selbst. Sie spricht 
davon, dass sich durch den gewährten allgemeinen Steuererlass die Wohl- 
tätigkeiten des Kaisers nun bereits über einen Zeitraum von 22 Jahren 
erstreckten, obwohl der von der Novelle selbst betroffene Zeitraum sich nur 
auf die vorangegangene erste bis siebte Indiktion, das heißt die Jahre 537-38 
bis 543-544, erstreckt. Diese Diskrepanz führte dazu, dass einige Forscher 
einen früheren allgemeinen Steuererlass für den ersten Zeitraum anneh- 
men.^ Wenn sie Recht haben, wäre Prokops Aussage unwahr und die Stelle 
für die Datierung der Geheimgeschichte unbrauchbar. Allerdings kónnten 
sich, wenn man dem Rechtstext etwas rhetorische Freiheit zugesteht, hinter 
diesen früher erlassenen Steuern auch die einzelnen beschränkteren Steuer- 
erlasse verbergen.” 

Kaldellis selbst hat an anderer Stelle unterstrichen, dass Prokop (wie auch 
Johannes Lydos) kaiserliche Gesetze in seinen Ausführungen spiegelt und 
konterkariert.?? Wenn Prok. HA 23,1 daher betont, dass Steuererlasse nicht 


47 Vgl. KALDELLIS, Date and Structure [wie Anm. 4], S. 592-593; Iust. Nov. 147, pr.-1; 
zum Datum 5. R. SCHOELL — W. KUNKEL — G. KROLL (Hrsg.), Corpus luris Civilis, UL, Novel- 
lae, Berlin, 197210 (Nachdruck der Ausgabe 19545), S. 721. 

48 Vgl. D. J. D. MILLER — P. SARRIS, The Novels of Justinian. A Complete Annotated English 
Translation, II, Cambridge, 2018, S. 953 Anm. 1; S. 954 Anm. 4; R. BONINI, L'ultima 
legislazione pubblicistica di Giustiniano (543-565), in G.G. ΑΚΟΗΙ (Hrsg.), || mondo del 
diritto nell’epoca giustinianea (Biblioteca di „Felix Ravenna“, 2), Ravenna, 1985, S. 139-171, 
hier S. 160-161; Iust. Nov. 147,1. 

? Dass Justinian zahlreiche geographisch beschränkte Steuererlasse gewährte, ist sicher 
belegt (vgl. e.g. Kyr. Scyth. VSabae 73; Iust. Nov. 147 pr.; Mal. 18,29 [p. 371 THURN-p. 443- 
444 DINDORF]). 

50 Vel. KALDELLIS, Identifying Dissident Circles [wie Anm. 19], passim, insbesondere 5. 8-10. 
Seine Beobachtung fand inzwischen mit Blick auf die Geheimgeschichte beinahe allgemeine 


46 FLORIAN BATTISTELLA 


nur einmal, sondern mehrfach (οὐχ ἅπαξ μόνον, ἀλλὰ καὶ πολλάκις) von 
früheren Herrschern gewährt worden seien und dadurch die Last der Besteu- 
erung für alle Untertanen gemildert worden sei, unter Justinian aber in 32 
Jahren nichts Derartiges (οὐδὲν τοιοῦτο) zugunsten der Untertanen vorge- 
kommen sei, kónnte dies eine Umdeutung der justinianischen Aussage sein. 
Dabei lassen sich zwei Kritikpunkte unterscheiden. Einer ist die Häufigkeit 
von allgemeinen Steuererlassen. Justinian habe einen allgemeinen Steuerer- 
lass zu selten verkündet (eben nicht πολλάκις). Der andere Kritikpunkt wäre 
die entlastende Wirkung von solchen Maßnahmen, die im Falle der justinia- 
nischen Maßnahmen ausgeblieben sei. Dies wäre angesichts der Distanz 
zwischen dem Zeitpunkt des Erlassens von Novelle 147 und dem Zeitraum, 
für den die Aufhebung der Steuerschulden gelten soll, nicht allzu abwegig 
— es handelt sich um fast zehn Jahre. Außerdem stünde dieser Vorwurf in 
einer Linie mit der übrigen Kritik Prokops, dass Justinians Habgier alle 
seine Untertanen ausbeute.°! Wenn diese Interpretationen zulässig sind, wäre 
Novelle 147 kein eindeutiger terminus ante quem. Zweifel an der Beweis- 
kraft der Novelle sind aber auch deswegen móglich, weil die Datierung der 
Novelle nicht völlig sicher ist.?? Auffällig ist aber vor allem, dass man, wenn 
man 32 Jahre mit inklusiver Zählweise vom erwähnten April 553 zurück- 
rechnet, auf das Jahr 522 kommt, und Justinian im Gesetzestext außerdem 
angibt, dass seine Wohltaten seit der Indiktion 521-522 den Untertanen 
zugutekommen. 

(3) Prok. HA 24,28-29 spricht davon, dass die traditionelle Verteilung der 
Goldstatere erst dann nicht mehr stattgefunden habe, als Justinian den Staat 
leitete. Auch hier ist also von einer Staatslenkung, aber nichts von einer 
Kaiserherrschaft Justinians zu lesen.” Würde Prokop von 518 an zählen, so 
möchte man möglicherweise annehmen, dass danach Geldgeschenke seitens 
Justins I. bzw. Justinians generell ausblieben. Dies deckt sich aber nicht 
mit der Überlieferung. Für Justinians ersten Konsulat berichtet beispiels- 
weise Marcellinus Comes von der Opulenz der Gaben.?^ Sein Bericht steht 
allerdings in markantem Kontrast zu demjenigen über Justinians zweiten 


Zustimmung (vgl. GREATREX, Perceptions [wie Anm. 1], S. 101). Auf Kontaktpunkte zwi- 
schen der Gesetzgebung Justinians und den Bella gehen C. LILLINGTON-MARTIN, Procopius, 
πάρεδρος / quaestor, Codex Justinianus, 1.27 and Belisarius’ Strategy in the Mediterranean, 
in C. LILLINGTON-MARTIN — E. TURQUOIS (Hrsg.), Procopius of Caesarea, Literary and His- 
torical Interpretations, London — New York, 2018, S. 157-185 und M. KRUSE, Justinian's Laws 
and Procopius' Wars, in LILLINGTON-MARTIN — TURQUOIS, Procopius of Caesarea, S. 186-200 
ein. 

5! Vgl. e.g. Prok. HA 6,20; 8,9; 8,31; 11,30-31; 12,1-13; 18,10; 19,11-12; 23,19-21. 

5 Vgl. R. SCHOELL — W. KUNKEL — G. KROLL, Novellae [wie Anm. 47], S. 721. 

53 Vgl. KALDELLIS, Date and Structure [wie Anm. 4], S. 591. 

54 Vgl. Marc. com. ad ann. 521 (p. 101 Mommsen, MGH AA, 11, Chronica minora, 2). 
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Konsulatantritt, den der Chronist wesentlich blasser schildert. Möchte man 
diese Beobachtung trotz der sachlichen Ungenauigkeit für die Datierung 
fruchtbar machen, so ergibt sich, dass man die 32 Jahre nach dieser Vertei- 
lung oder nach Justinians erstem Konsulat zu zählen beginnen müsste. Man 
käme (je nach Zählweise) erneut auf das Jahr 553 oder auf den Beginn des 
Jahres 554. 

(4) Prok. HA 24,33, die letzte der vier Stellen, an denen von 32 Jahren 
die Rede ist, erwähnt die Aufhebung gewisser Sold- bzw. Rentenzahlungen 
durch den Kaiser (βασιλεὺς ὅδε). Dieser wird aber nicht beim Namen 
genannt. Um die katastrophale Wirkung zu erfassen, empfiehlt Prokop eine 
Schadensberechnung auf 32 Jahre. Die Stelle ist somit hoch suggestiv und 
für Kaldellis’ Argument der Differenzierung zwischen bloßem Herrschen 
und dem Regieren als Kaiser auf den ersten Blick sogar problematisch, denn 
der Kontext legt nahe, dass der gemeinte Kaiser mit Justinian zu identifizie- 
ren ist. Wenn Justinian aber als Kaiser die Aufhebung befohlen haben 
sollte, so erscheint die Frühdatierung hinfällig, sofern man die bewusste 
Trennung zwischen Regieren und als Kaiser Regieren aufrechterhalten will, 
da der Schaden ja für 32 Jahre berechnet werden soll. Die Lösung dieses 
Problems liegt aber gerade in jenem Satz, der die 32 Jahre enthält. Er lautet: 
Wenn irgendwer den seitdem für diese — gemeint sind die bisherigen Zah- 
lungsempfänger — zusammengekommenen Schaden auf 32 Jahre durchrech- 
nen würde, so würde er das Maß derjenigen [Dinge] finden, derer diese 
insgesamt beraubt werden.’ Die Aussage, man könne den Schaden (gewis- 
sermaßen als Beispiel) für 32 Jahre berechnen, bedeutet keineswegs, dass 
dieses Gesetz 32 Jahre Geltung besaß. Es geht um die Abschätzung der 
Auswirkungen, nicht um die tatsächliche Gültigkeit. Damit ist es aber kein 
Problem mehr, wenn das Gesetz erst von Kaiser Justinian erlassen wurde. 

Während somit Prok. HA 24,33 für jegliche Datierung als Argument 
kaum stichhaltig ist, deuten die anderen drei Stellen mehr oder weniger 
präzise auf 553 oder 554 hin, was nicht nur zur Ernennung des Pelagius zum 
Archidiakon passen würde, sondern auch mit den Beobachtungen harmonie- 
ren würde, die von Croke gegen eine Datierung der Geheimgeschichte auf 
550 ins Feld geführt wurden: 

(1) Prok. HA 18,24 berichtet, dass die Römer und Lazen bis jetzt (μέχρι 
δεῦρο) unter Persereinfällen leiden, was nach Croke auf eine Abfassung 
nach 550 hindeuten könne, da Einfälle bis 557 stattgefunden hätten.’® Wenn 


55 Vgl. Marc. com. ad ann. 528 (p. 102 MoMMSEN, MGH AA, 11, Chronica minora, 2). 

56 Vgl. Prok. HA 24,29-33. 

7 Kai ἤν τις τὴν ξυμπεπτωκυῖαν αὐτοῖς ἐνθένωε ζημίαν ἐς ἔτη δύο καὶ τριάκοντα 
διαριθμοῖτο, εὑρήσει τὸ μέτρον, ὧνπερ αὐτοὺς ἀποστερεῖσθαι ξυνέπεσε (Prok. HA 24,33). 

38 Vgl. CROKE, Procopius’ Secret History [wie Anm. 24], S. 418. 
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die Persereinfálle allerdings nur bis 557 ein Problem waren, so deutet 
das von Prokop als noch andauernd geschilderte Leiden darunter auf eine 
Abfassung dieser Passage vor diesem Zeitpunkt hin. 

(2) Bei Prok. HA 20,20-23 wird der quaestor Konstantin von Prokop als 
bei seiner Einsetzung 549 noch unerfahren beschrieben. Im übrigen Teil des 
Werks wirkt er auf Croke aber recht erfahren. Bei einem Abstand von ein 
paar Monaten oder einem Jahr zwischen Ernennung des Konstantin und 
Abfassung der Geheimgeschichte, wie er bei einer Datierung auf 550 vor- 
läge, wäre diese Charakterzeichnung merkwürdig.?? Wie Kaldellis überzeu- 
gend nachwies, sind die Unerfahrenheit des quaestor Konstantin und die 
anschließend geschilderte Bereicherung kein allzu starkes Argument für die 
Spätdatierung auf 558/559, da auch Johannes der Kappadoker sich laut Prok. 
BP 1,24,11-15 in áhnlich kurzer Zeit mit Habgier und Geschick ein στοβες 
Vermögen hat aneignen kónnen.% Mit einer Datierung der Anekdota auf 553 
oder 554, wie die Ernennung des Pelagius und die anderen oben besproche- 
nen Stellen nahelegen, würde sich das von Croke benannte Problem aber 
gewissermaßen von selbst lösen, da die Entwicklung des Konstantin nun 
nicht auf ein paar Monate zusammengepresst wäre. Es würde sogar die Ähn- 
lichkeit mit dem von Kaldellis aufgezeigten Vergleichsfall, der Entwicklung 
Johannes des Kappadokers, erhóhen.*! 

(3) Der bei Prok. HA 29,26-38 erwähnte Marthanes ist für den 17. Juni 
550 im Kontext einer Untersuchung in Mopsuestia als comes domesticorum 
belegt und wurde 558/559 in den Rang eines magister militum erhoben. Dies 
setze nach Croke voraus, dass er nach Juni 550 dux wurde. Wenn er in der 
Cilicia u.a. Unruhen niederschlug, wie gerade Prok. HA 29,26-38 berichtet, 
kónne er móglicherweise dort dieses Amt wahrgenommen haben, auch 
wenn die vorgeworfenen Ausbeutungen nur vage datierbar seien.? Hier- 
gegen wendet Kaldellis ein, dass, nur weil Marthanes für den 17. Juni 550 
in Synodalakten als comes domesticorum belegt sei, man nicht annehmen 
müsse, dass er nach Juni 550 dux geworden sei. Es sei einerseits die 
Genauigkeit der Akten nicht so sicher, wie Croke sie darstelle. Andererseits 
seien in Kilikien auch einige Reformen Justinians im Gange gewesen. Eine 


3% Vgl. CROKE, Procopius’ Secret History [wie Anm. 24], S. 418. Zu Konstantin s. PLRE 
IIIA, S. 342-343, s.v. Constantinus 4. 

60 Vgl. KALDELLIS, Date and Structure [wie Anm. 4], S. 594. Zu Johannes s. PLRE ΠΙΑ. 
S. 627-635, s.v. Fl. Ioannes 11. 

9! Vgl. Prok. BP 1,24,11-15; KALDELLIS, Date and Structure [wie Anm. 4], S. 594. 

62 Vgl. CROKE, Procopius’ Secret History [wie Anm. 24], S. 419-420. Zu Marthanes s. 
PLRE IIB, S. 835-837, s.v. Marthanes 1. 

63 Vgl. KALDELLIS, Date and Structure [wie Anm. 4], S. 594-595. Er hat entweder Iust. 
Ed. 8 vom September 548 im Sinn, wenn er auf Reformen verweist, oder erschließt dies aus 
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überzeugende Alternative zu Crokes Interpretation kann Kaldellis aber 
nicht bieten, sodass Prokops Aussagen über Marthanes' Zeit in Kilikien 
durchaus in die Zeit zwischen 550 und 558/559 datiert werden kónnen, was 
keinen Widerspruch zu einer Datierung der Geheimgeschichte auf die Zeit um 
553/554 darstellt. 

(4) Prok. HA 25,22-25 berichtet, der comes sacrarum largitionum Petrus 
Barsymes bereichere sich bis zum aktuellen Tage am Seidenmonopol. Mit 
der Spätdatierung im Hinterkopf argumentierte Croke, dass der Beschuldigte 
zwar 555 praefectus praetorio wurde, aber móglicherweise über das Ende 
seiner Amtszeit als comes hinaus profitiert habe. Kaldellis konnte diese 
Überlegungen anhand von Prok. HA 25,26 überzeugend zurückweisen, da 
dort sehr deutlich wird, dass die Kontrolle über das Seidenmonopol grund- 
sätzlich beim comes sacrarum largitionum lag. Für Kaldellis ist es daher 
unzweifelhaft, dass man sich vor 555 befinde, dem Jahr, in dem Petrus Bar- 
symes zum Amt des praefectus praetorio gelangte. Auch diese Beobachtung 
widerspricht einer Datierung der Geheimgeschichte auf 553 oder 554 nicht. 

Die von Kaldellis als bereits widerlegt betrachteten Überlegungen, mit 
denen sich Scott ursprünglich gegen die von Haury vorgeschlagene Datierung 
auf 550 wandte,‘ stehen einer solchen Datierung ebenfalls nicht im Wege. 

(1) Prok. HA 25,11-12, meinte Scott, kónne auf jene Münzentwertung 
anspielen, von der die sogenannte Weltchronik des Johannes Malalas für den 
März der ersten Indiktion, also 552/553, berichtet.” Dagegen gab Greatrex 
zu bedenken, dass eine Verbindung zwischen Prokops Stelle und derjenigen 
von Malalas schwierig sei. Es sei „far more probable that we are dealing 
with two separate initiatives by the Emperor“, denn Prokop berichte im 
Gegensatz zu Malalas nicht von einer Änderung der Entscheidung.‘ Vor 
allem aber müsse man sich die Münzentwertung genauer ansehen. Prokop 
klage über einen Wertverlust des solidus, Malalas über einen des Kupfer- 
geldes. Ersteren Vorgang kónne man aber deutlich vor 550 datieren, sodass 
die Prokop-Stelle keinerlei Aussagekraft für die Datierung habe.” Selbst 


Tust. Nov. 145 in Anlehnung an PLRE ΠΙΒ, S. 835-837, s.v. Marthanes 1, hier 5. 835-836. 
Beide Texte erwähnen Kilikien jedoch nicht explizit. 

64 Vgl. CROKE, Procopius' Secret History [wie Anm. 24], S. 420. Zu Petrus Barsymes s. 
PLRE IB, 5. 999-1002, s.v. Petrus qui et Barsymes 9. 

65 Vgl. KALDELLIS, Date and Structure [wie Anm. 4], S. 595-597. 

66 Vgl. Scorr, Justinian's Coinage [wie Anm. 26], S. 215-216. 

87 Vgl. Scorr, Justinian's Coinage [wie Anm. 26], S. 217 mit Verweis auf Mal. 18,117 
(p. 415 THURN-p. 486 DINDORF). 

68 GREATREX, Dates [wie Anm. 3], S. 103. 

69 Vgl. GREATREX, Dates [wie Anm. 3], S. 103-104, der den Wertverlust des solidus in das 
Jahr 539 datieren möchte (s. auch P. GRIERSON, The Tablettes Albertini and the Value of the 
Solidus in the Fifth and Sixth Centuries A.D., in JRS, 49 [1959], S. 73-81, hier S. 78-79; 
M. F. HENDY, Studies in the Byzantine Monetary Economy c. 300-1540, Cambridge [u.a.], 1985, 
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wenn man aber die Stelle bei Prokop mit den Schilderungen bei Malalas 
in Verbindung bringen móchte, etwa im Sinne von Evans, der meint, dass 
Malalas „a second stage in this numismatic maneuver“ beschreibe, „an 
abortive attempt to tariff the new lightweight solidus in Antioch at its old 
rate of 210 folles“, wäre dies mit einer Datierung der Geheimgeschichte 
um 553/554 vereinbar. 

(2) Bei Prok. HA 28,16-18 heißt es, dass Justinian Juden, die ihr Oster- 
fest begingen, wenn dieses kalendarisch gesehen vor dem der Christen liege, 
schwer bestrafen ließ, weil sie das christliche Fastengebot gebrochen hätten. 
Scott führt dazu aus, dass der Ostertraktat des Ananias von Schirak nahe- 
lege, dass es nach 552/553 eine Diskussion um das Osterdatum gegeben 
habe mit dem Ziel, dieses vom jüdischen Osterfest zu separieren. Prokops 
Bemerkung könne man damit erklären, dass laut diesem Traktat ein am 
Kaiserhof tätiger Arzt hinzugekommen sei und probiert habe, die Verhand- 
lungen zu beeinflussen.”! Greatrex möchte Scott gerne glauben, dass es eine 
Konferenz um 553 in Alexandria gegeben habe. Allerdings sei für Prokops 
Behauptung, dass Justinian die Juden ihr eigenes Osterfest nicht vor dem 
christlichen feiern lasse, nur notwendig, dass das jüdische Osterdatum ter- 
minlich vor das christliche falle. Dies sei meistens der Fall, weswegen Scotts 
Überlegungen zu der besagten Diskussion nicht zwingend seien. Evans 
hingegen wandte ein, dass die Regelungen bei Ananias Christen außerhalb 
des Imperiums betroffen hätten und daher zu klären sei, wie diese Frage 
Juden innerhalb der Reichsgrenzen betroffen haben kónne. Zum anderen 
habe die Konferenz in Alexandria erst 562 stattgefunden.” In der Tat datie- 
ren, wie auch Scott anmerkte, spátere Quellen die Versammlung auf das Jahr 
562, weshalb er Mutmaßungen über eine Konferenz 553 in Konstantinopel 
anstellte, die von Evans abgelehnt werden.” Da aber, wie Scott glaubhaft 


S. 492-493). Dagegen argumentierte P. SARRIS, Bubonic Plague in Byzantium, The Evidence of 
Non-Literary Sources, in L. K. LITTLE (Hrsg.), Plague and the End of Antiquity, The Pandemic 
of 541-750, Cambridge [u.a.], 2007, S. 119-132, hier S. 128-129 für 542/543. Dass das 
Kupfergeld im Laufe von Justinians Regierungszeit an Wert verlor, ist nachweisbar, ein 
Datum für die bei Mal. 18,117 (p. 415 THURN = p. 486 DINDORF) genannten Vorgänge aber 
wohl nicht problemlos auszumachen (vgl. HENDY, Byzantine Monetary Economy, S. 496-498; 
D. M. METCALF, The metrology of Justinian's follis, in Numismatic Chronicle, 20 [1960], S. 209- 
219, insbesondere S. 218-219). 

70 Evans, Dates [wie Anm. 1], S. 309. 

7! Vgl. Scorr, Justinian's Coinage [wie Anm. 26], S. 217-220. Eine englische Übersetzung 
des armenischen Textes findet sich bei F. C. CONYBEARE, Ananias of Shirak (AD 600-650 c.), 
in BZ, 6 (1897), S. 572-584, hier S. 574-581. 

12 Vgl. GREATREX, Dates [wie Anm. 3], S. 104-105. 

73 Vgl. Evans, Dates [wie Anm. 1], S. 309-310. 

™ Vgl. SCOTT, Justinian’s Coinage [wie Anm. 26], S. 220-221; Evans, Dates [wie Anm. 1], 
S. 310. 


ZUR DATIERUNG VON PROKOPS GEHEIMGESCHICHTE 51 


machen konnte, 552/553 der Kalender ablief, auf dessen Grundlage die 
Ostertermine bis dahin von den an der Konferenz beteiligten Konfessionen 
ermittelt wurden,’ kann tatsächlich um diese Jahre herum die Datierung 
diskutiert worden sein, auch wenn ein Ergebnis vielleicht erst 562 gefun- 
den wurde. Justinian war seinerseits oft genug in religiösen Fragen aktiv 
und sein Engagement mündete u.a. in das Fünfte Ökumenische Konzil 553 
in Konstantinopel. Ein Eingreifen seinerseits in religiöse Fragen ist demnach 
nicht auszuschlieBen. Die Novelle 146 vom 8. Februar 553 bezeugt sogar, 
dass die Frage nach der Sprache im jüdischen Gottesdienst vom christlichen 
Kaiser geregelt wurde. Es ist also durchaus möglich, dass sich Justinian auch 
in diesen Streit um das Osterdatum einschaltete, selbst wenn diese Frage die 
rechtgläubigen Christen nicht betraf. Bezeichnend ist wohl die Feststellung 
von Grillmeier: „Von 519 ab bis zum Ende seiner Herrschaft finden wir 
Justinian am Agieren. Keine der größeren oder kleineren religiösen Grup- 
pierungen ist von einer Einflußnahme verschont geblieben. “7” Allerdings 
ist die Verbindung zur Bestrafung von Juden, die Ostern an ihrem Termin 
und nicht am christlichen Datum feiern (Prok. HA 27,17-18), tatsáchlich 
nicht allzu eindeutig. Man kónnte diese Einmischung aber, móglicherweise 
zusammen mit Novelle 146, unter den bei Prok. HA 27,19 angedeuteten 
weiteren Maßnahmen vermuten, auf deren Aufzählung Prokop verzichtet.” 
Dass Juden gemäß Novelle 146 nun griechische Texte als Grundlage ihrer 
Feierlichkeiten benutzen durften, kónnte zudem mit der Aussage bei Prok. 
HA 27,16, dass Justinian die jüdischen Einrichtungen vernichten wollte, 
vereint werden, sofern man eine gewisse Übertreibung Prokops annimmt, 
wie sie auch an anderen Stellen der Geheimgeschichte vorliegt." Wenn 
diese Novelle tatsächlich von Prokop aufgegriffen wurde, wäre auch 


75 Vgl. SCOTT, Justinian’s Coinage [wie Anm. 26], S. 219-220. 

76 Die Konzilsakten des Constantinopolitanum II wurden ediert von Straub (ACO 4,1); 
eine kurze Übersicht über Justinians Kirchenpolitik bietet K.-H. UTHEMANN, Kaiser Justinian 
als Kirchenpolitiker und Theologe, in Augustinianum, 39 (1999), S. 5-83; erneut abgedruckt 
in M. MEIER (Hrsg.), Justinian (Neue Wege der Forschung), Darmstadt, 2011, S. 100-173. 

77 A. GRILLMEIER, Jesus der Christus im Glauben der Kirche, Band 2,2, Die Kirche von 
Konstantinopel im 6. Jahrhundert, Freiburg, 1989, S. 496. 

78 SCOTT, Justinian's Coinage [wie Anm. 26], S. 221 sah ein Problem darin, die Novelle 
mit Prok. HA 28,16-18 in Verbindung zu bringen, weil sie keine Regelungen zum Osterdatum 
enthalte. Dadurch, dass aber bei Prok. HA 28,19 von weiteren Einmischungen die Rede ist, 
sollte das Problem gelóst sein. Auch gilt es, die Absicht Prokops im Blick zu behalten. Das 
Erlauben der griechischen Sprache wäre vermutlich nicht besonders wirkungsvoll zu thema- 
tisieren gewesen. 

” Dies harmoniert mit den Ausführungen von MILLER — SARRIS, Novels [wie Anm. 48], 
S. 949 Anm. 1, die auf die wachsende Bedeutung des Hebräischen im Judentum des 6. Jahr- 
hunderts n.Chr. hinweisen und in lust. Nov. 146 einen Versuch Justinians sehen, „to lend 
support to Hellenising Jews (who appear to have petitioned him) against those who were 
encouraging the revival of Hebrew and, by inference, cultural separatism“. 
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sie ein weiteres Indiz für eine Datierung der Geheimgeschichte auf die 
Jahre 553/554. 

Was ist bis hierhin deutlich geworden? Scott und Croke haben sich beide 
gegen die Haury'sche Datierung auf 550 stark gemacht. Ihre Argumente 
konnten zwar nicht als Beleg für eine Datierung auf 558/559 dienen, wie 
Evans, Greatrex und Kaldellis überzeugend nachwiesen, sie sind aber mit 
der hier vorgeschlagenen Datierung in die Jahre 553/554 durchaus vereinbar. 
Gleiches gilt für die Argumente, die ursprünglich der Frühdatierung dienten. 
Es kónnen aber noch einige weitere Überlegungen angestellt werden, um die 
vorgeschlagene Datierung zu erhárten, und dabei noch ein paar Aussagen 
der Literatur diskutiert werden. 

„Ihe stated aim of the Anecdota, however, was to amplify Wars 1-7, and 
consequently, we should not expect to find references beyond the time limits 
of that work“, schreibt Evans gegen die Spätdatierung gerichtet, und es 
mag sein, dass Prokop sich ursprünglich nur auf die ersten sieben Bücher 
der Bella bezog, als er die Abfassung der Geheimgeschichte bald nach 
Theodoras Tod begann. Er sagt dies aber keineswegs explizit, sondern 
schreibt zu Beginn der Anekdota nur, er habe das, was dem Geschlecht 
der Rómer in den Kriegen widerfahren sei, so weit wie es móglich war, nach 
geographischen Zusammenhängen getrennt behandelt! Zu Beginn von 
Buch 8 der Bella sagt er Ähnliches. Allerdings spricht er dort davon, dass 
er seine λόγοι, also seine Bücher, bisher geographisch aufgeteilt habe und 
dass er diese Gliederung nicht mehr beibehalten kónne;? eine grundsätzlich 
geographische Aufteilung behält er in Buch 8 bei. Seine Schilderungen ver- 
teilen sich nun lediglich nicht mehr auf separate Bücher: Bis einschließlich 
Kapitel 16 wird die Ostfront behandelt; Kapitel 17 enthält einige Ausfüh- 
rungen zur Einführung der Seidenraupe und zu Africa; in den anschließen- 
den Kapiteln geht es um den Westen. Wenn Prokop jedoch die generelle 
geographische Gliederung tatsáchlich erst in der Geheimgeschichte aufgibt, 
bedeutet dies, dass seine Äußerung zu Beginn der Geheimgeschichte sich 
auch noch auf Buch 8 beziehen kann. Das heißt wiederum, dass die Geheim- 
geschichte zwar den Beginn des achten Buchs der Bella beeinflusst haben 
kann, weil sie vorher begonnen wurde, aber nicht unbedingt, dass deswegen 


80 Evans, Dates [wie Anm. 1], S. 308. 

81 Vgl. Prok. HA 1,1. 

82 Vgl. Prok. BG 4,1,1-2. Zur Gleichsetzung von λόγοι mit Büchern bei Prokop s. KALDEL- 
LIS, Date and Structure [wie Anm. 4], S. 601-604. 

83 Ähnlich bereits 1. HOWARD-JOHNSTON, The Education and Expertise of Procopius, in 
Antiquité Tardive, 8 (2000), S. 19-30, hier S. 20, der von „three juxtaposed series of updates 
to each of his principal theatre histories" spricht. Die Aussage von MÉSZÁROS, Notes [wie 
Anm. 3], S. 300-301, wonach das achte Buch der Bella „really abandons the former editorial 
principles“, ist insofern leicht irreführend. 
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die Geheimgeschichte vor Erscheinen dieses Teils der Bella auch abge- 
schlossen gewesen sein muss.®* 

Haury wies darauf hin, dass der Tod des Gubatzes von Prokop nicht 
in den Bella erwähnt wird, Agathias aber darüber berichtet, und schloss so 
auf die Datierung des achten Buches. Nun wird der Tod des Gubatzes, 
der auf das Jahr 555 datiert und römischen Offizieren angelastet wird,* in 
der Geheimgeschichte ebenfalls nicht erwähnt, was für die Frühdatierung im 
Sinne Haurys spricht. Die Tatsache passt aber auch zu der hier vorgeschlage- 
nen Datierung noch vortrefflich, wäre der Vorfall doch für Prokop ein will- 
kommenes Beispiel für verkommenes Personal Justinians. 

Schon länger nimmt man an, dass Prokop Bella 1-7 aktualisierte und 
ausbaute, was schließlich zu einem achten Buch führte.°’ Montinaro schlug 
zuletzt Ähnliches mit guten Gründen für die Schrift De aedificiis vor, deren 
letzte Fassung er auf ca. 554 datiert. Man könnte daher die fehlende 
Erwähnung von Gubatzes’ Tod zusammen mit der sprachlichen Ähnlichkeit 
der Anfänge von Geheimgeschichte und letztem Buch der Bella, als ein 
Indiz für eine parallele Beschäftigung Prokops mit der Geheimgeschichte 
und Buch 8 der Bella deuten.*? Signes Codofier sieht in der Ähnlichkeit, auf 
die bereits Haury aufmerksam machte,?? sogar ein Indiz dafür, dass die 
Geheimgeschichte und das letzte Buch der Bella ursprünglich eins gewesen 
seien.?! 


% Zum Verhältnis der beiden Werkanfünge s. auch SIGNES CODOÑER, One History [wie 
Anm. 19], S. 14-17. 

85 Vgl. HAURY, Procopiana [wie Anm. 2], S. 19-21. Der Tod des Gubatzes wird bei Agath. 
3,4,5-6 berichtet. 

86 Vgl. PLRE IIIA, S. 559-560, s.v. Gubazes. 

87 Vgl. e.g. GREATREX, Recent Work [wie Anm. 1], S. 49; SIGNES CODOÑER, One History 
[wie Anm. 19], S. 3-6, der zudem daran erinnert, die Erweiterung durch unbekannte Zeitge- 
nossen Prokops und spätere Leser nicht auszuschließen. 

88 Vgl. F. MONTINARO, Byzantium and the Slavs in the Reign of Justinian, Comparing the 
Two Recensions of Procopius’ Buildings, in V. IVANIŠEVIĆ — M. KAZANSKI (Hrsg.), The Pontic- 
Danubian Realm in the Period of the Great Migration, Paris — Belgrad, 2012, S. 89-114 und 
IDEM, Power, Taste and the Outsider, Procopius and the Buildings Revisited, in G. GREATREX — 
H. ELTON (Hrsg.), Shifting Genres in Late Antiquity, Farnham [u.a.], 2015, der damit die 
Vorarbeiten und Ideen von G. DOWNEY, The Composition of Procopius’ De aedificiis, in 
Transactions of the American Philological Association, 78 (1947), S. 171-183 fortführt und 
auf eine neue Grundlage stellt. Ohne Kenntnis der Studien von Montinaro datiert auch MÉs- 
ZÁROS, Notes [wie Anm. 3], S. 299 De aedificiis auf 554, obwohl er durchaus auch eine 
spätere Datierung nicht völlig ausschließen kann (vgl. ibidem, S. 290-293). 

82 Ähnlich auch HOWARD-JOHNSTON, Education and Expertise [wie Anm. 83], S. 20 Anm. 7, 
der darin allerdings den traditionelleren Beginn im Jahre 550 erkennen will. 

2 Vel. Haury, Procopiana [wie Anm. 2], S. 21. 

?! Vgl. SIGNES CODOÑER, Prokops Anecdota [wie Anm. 3], S. 48-52. Ähnlich auch GREATREX, 
Perceptions [wie Anm. 1], S. 90 mit Anm. 53. In seinem jüngsten Aufsatz zu Prokop geht 
Signes Codofier noch über diese Annahme hinaus mit der These, dass alle Schriften Prokops 
als Teile eines unvollendeten Großwerkes interpretiert werden könnten (vgl. SIGNES CODONER, 
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Croke meinte in Bezug auf die Datierung: „At the time Procopius was 
writing, whether 550/1 or 558/9, his readers knew instantly the duration of 
Justinian's reign. It was, as noted already, always dated from 1 April 527 
and was the official method of calculating a year. To start from somewhere 
other than 1 April 527 would be perverse. [...] For rhetorical effect, Procopius 
does seek to attribute every negative action of Justin's reign to Justinian, but 
that does not necessarily mean that when he counts years he begins in 518. 
[...] There is no necessary connection between his rhetorical strategy and 
his computational claims, not least because he never says he is counting in 
an unorthodox or irregular fashion. His audience is left to assume naturally 
that he is using the official method of reckoning Justinian's regnal years 
from 527, not to speculate, infer, or presume otherwise.“ Nun hat Croke 
sicher Recht, wenn er betont, dass es nicht notwendigerweise eine Verbin- 
dung zwischen rhetorischer Strategie und chronologischer Záhlung geben 
muss. Allerdings ist seine Feststellung, dass Prokop niemals sagt, er zähle 
in unüblicher Weise, als ein argumentum e silentio ohne Beweiskraft. 
Abgesehen davon, dass Prokop nie von 32 Regierungsjahren spricht, kann 
ein bewusstes Abweichen von der offiziellen Zählung, gerade wenn diese 
allgemein bekannt war und mit Novelle 47 sogar gesetzlich festgelegt wor- 
den war,” eine ganz eigene Botschaft enthalten. Rechnet man von 553 aus 
32 Jahre zurück, so gelangt in zeitliche Nähe zu Justinians erstem Konsu- 
latsjahr. Warum sollte man nicht annehmen, dass Prokop seine 32 Jahre von 
diesem Zeitpunkt aus rechnet? Es passt aus prosopographischer Sicht gut, 
da kurz zuvor Vitalian, eine bis dahin äußerst einflussreiche Gestalt am 
Hofe Justins L, sein Ende fand. Die Zählung harmoniert aber auch auf 


One History [wie Anm. 19], passim, insbesondere S. 17-26). In der Debatte um den Beginn 
der Geheimgeschichte muss jedoch mit MÉSZÁROS, Notes [wie Anm. 3], S. 285 Anm. 2 sowie 
S. 301 auch auf die problematische Überlieferungssituation des Anfangs der Anekdota hinge- 
wiesen werden: Nach seiner Auskunft enthált nur der Codex Ambrosianus A 182 den Beginn 
beinahe vollstándig. 

2 CROKE, Procopius’ Secret History [wie Anm. 24], S. 416; ähnlich CROKE, Justinian under 
Justin [wie Anm. 30], S. 53-55. 

% Just. Nov. 47,1,1: πρόδηλον öv ὡς νῦν μὲν ἔτους ἑνδεκάτου τῆς ἡμετέρας γράψουσι 
βασιλείας, ἀρχομένου δὲ τοῦ Ἀπριλλίου μηνὸς κατὰ τὴν πρώτην ἡμέραν, καθ᾽ ἣν ἡμᾶς ὃ 
θεὸς τοῖς Ῥωμαίων ἐπέστησε πράγμασι, δωδέκατον ἔτος γράψουσι, καὶ ἐφεξῆς οὕτως ἕως 
ἡμῖν ὃ θεὸς τὴν βασιλείαν ἐκτείναι / Palam namque est quia nunc [537] quidem annum 
undecimum nostri scribunt imperii, incohante vero Aprili mense et prima die, in qua nos deus 
Romanorum superposuit rebus, duodecimum annum scribent, et ita de cetero donec nostrum 
deus imperium extenderit. — Übersetzung: Offensichtlich ist, dass man jetzt freilich das elfte 
Jahr unserer Kaiserherrschaft schreibt; mit Beginn des Monats April aber ab dem ersten Tag, 
an dem Gott uns den Dingen der Rómer überordnete, wird man das zwólfte Jahr schreiben, 
und so auch das Übrige, soweit Gott unsere Herrschaft ausdehnt. 

% Vgl. CROKE, Justinian under Justin [wie Anm. 30], S. 16-35, insbesondere 5. 27; PLRE II, 
S. 1171-1176, s.v. Vitalianus 2; BEGASS, Senatsaristokratie [wie Anm. 34], S. 255-261 (Nr. 218). 
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gedanklicher Ebene mit Prokops Darstellungsabsicht, wie nun gezeigt wer- 
den soll. 

Kaldellis hat die nicht nur zeitliche, sondern auch gedankliche Náhe von 
Johannes Lydos und Prokop anhand verschiedener Punkte herausgearbei- 
tet.” Dabei ging er auch auf Johannes Lydos’ Meinung zum Konsulat ein. 
Justinian habe den Konsulat in seiner Novelle 105 nicht als essenzielles Amt 
angesehen, sondern als Schmuck des Staates, während „Lydos clearly had 
a contrary view, linking the consulship indissolubly to Roman freedom." 
»[...] he rhapsodizes on its supreme importance, extolling it as ‚the mother 
of the Romans’ freedom, for it stands in opposition to tyranny.‘ [...] When 
he states next that the office is incompatible with tyranny, so that when the 
former has power the latter does not exist,‘ we can infer that only a tyrant 
would abolish it.“ Wenn Prokop klagend berichtet, Justinian habe den 
Konsulat nach und nach abgeschafft, kann man sich schwer des Eindrucks 
erwehren, dass eine ähnliche Sicht auf den Konsulat wie bei Johannes 
Lydos vorliege.” Prokop betont in der Geheimgeschichte nur allzu oft die 
bedrückende und zerstórerische Natur von Justinians Herrschaft.?? Er sieht 
in Justinian sogar einen Mensch gewordenen Dämon.” Wenn dieser Dämon 
den Konsulat, verstanden als Sinnbild der rómischen Freiheit, übernimmt, 
anschließend ablegt und schrittweise abschafft, wäre somit der denkbar 
schlechteste Fall eingetreten, der Übergang von der Freiheit zur Tyrannis. 
Das Erlangen der Kaiserwürde durch Justinian wáre dann zweitrangig, 
genau wie Prokop es suggeriert, wenn er Justin I. als Marionette Justinians 
darstellt.! Eine Bestätigung der geringeren Bedeutung von Kaisererhebung 
und zweitem Konsulat Justinians kann man sogar in die Darstellung bei 
Marcellinus Comes hineinlesen, der diese sprachlich weniger hervorhebt als 


den ersten Konsulat.!°! 


5 Vgl. KALDELLIS, Identifying Dissident Circles [wie Anm. 19], passim. 

96 KALDELLIS, Identifying Dissident Circles [wie Anm. 19], S. 8 mit Verweis auf Lyd. mag. 
2,8,1-2. 

?7 Vgl. Prok. HA 26,15. S. auch KRUSE, Justinian's Laws [wie Anm. 50], 5. 190-195. 

% Vgl. (neben Prok. HA 26,15) e.g. Prok. HA 21,1-3. 

?9 Vgl. e.g. Prok. HA 18,36. 

100 Vel. e.g. Prok. HA 6,18-19. Dass der Kaiser nach Lyd. mag. 2,8,3 zugleich den Konsulat 
auf eine neue Stufe hebt, lässt sich in der Perspektive der Geheimgeschichte so deuten, dass 
die Übernahme der formalen Kaiserherrschaft letztlich nur ein weiterer Schritt im Rahmen der 
Zerstörung der römischen Freiheit wäre. 

101 Vgl. Marc. com. ad ann. 521; 527; 528 (p. 101-102 MoMMsEN, MGH AA, 11, Chronica 
minora, 2). 
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Abschließend lässt sich festhalten, dass Prokop deutlich zwischen dem 
bloßen Herrschen und dem Regieren als Kaiser unterscheidet, was eine 
Herrschaft Justinians bereits zur Regierungszeit Justins I. sprachlich móglich 
macht, aber nicht zwingend die gesamte Regierungszeit Justins I. umfassen 
muss. Die Datierung der Geheimgeschichte auf 550/551 beruht nur auf Prok. 
HA 6,26 und setzt voraus, dass das Erlangen einer gewissen δύναμις 
bereits mit Herrschaft gleichzusetzen sei. Es stimmt, dass Prokop den Tod 
des Amantios und den des Vitalian dem Einfluss beziehungsweise der Macht 
Justinians zuschreibt. Dies bedeutet aber nicht, dass Justinian bereits in 
irgendeiner Form regierte. 

Die zahlreichen anderen Details, die besprochen wurden, erlauben 
anzunehmen, dass Prokop parallel zu den Bella an der Geheimgeschichte 
arbeitete. Rechnet man von der Datierung des achten Buches der Bella und 
jener von De aedificiis, also von etwa 553/554, die mehrfach genannten 
32 Jahre zurück, so gelangt man auf etwa 521/522. Angesichts von Justi- 
nians Konsulat sowie seiner Selbstinszenierung in Novelle 147 kann hierin 
ein plausibler Anfangspunkt für Prokops Jahreszählung gesehen werden. 
Es scheint daher nicht abwegig die heute bekannte Gestalt der Geheim- 
geschichte auf 553/554 zu datieren, auch wenn einzelne Passagen oder 
Teile bereits früher entstanden sein dürften. Eine mógliche Erklárung für 
die sich hieraus ergebende etwa zeitgleiche Datierung aller drei Werke von 
Prokops CEuvre und zugleich für die unvollendete Gestalt der Anekdota 
könnte dann das sein, was Howard-Johnston als Erklärung in erster Linie 
mit Blick auf den Zustand von De aedificiis vorgeschlagen hat: Prokops 
Tod. 
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102 Vgl, HOWARD-JOHNSTON, Education and Expertise [wie Anm. 83], S. 21-22. Die Aus- 
führungen von HOWARD-JOHNSTON, Education and Expertise [wie Anm. 83], passim zur Kar- 
riere Prokops kónnen hier nicht diskutiert werden. Es sei daher auf die kritischen Bemerkungen 
von SIGNES CODONER, Prokops Anecdota [wie Anm. 3], S. 55-56, GREATREX, Recent Work 
[wie Anm. 1], S. 58-61 und GREATREX, Perceptions [wie Anm. 1], S. 104 verwiesen. Zum 
ansprechenden Vorschlag von BÓRM, Procopius [wie Anm. 19], S. 324-325, den Schriftsteller 
Prokop mit dem bei Mal. 18,141 (p. 427 THURN-p. 494 DINDORF) erwähnten Stadtpräfekten 
zu identifizieren, sei angemerkt, dass eine solche Identifikation nicht zwingend ist. Wenn 
Justinian, wie BÓRM, Procopius [wie Anm. 19], S. 325 Anm. 150 anmerkt, gelegentlich auch 
Schriftsteller mit dem Rang eines illustris ehrte, könnte dies auch Prokop widerfahren sein, 
ohne dass er dafür Präfekt gewesen sein muss. Der bloße Titel illustris wiederum könnte zur 
fälschlichen Identifikation des Stadtpräfekten mit dem Schriftsteller bei Joh. Nik. 92 (p. 397 
ZOTENBERG) geführt haben. 
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SUMMARY 


The debate surrounding the date of Procopius’ Secret History has one question at 
its core: when did Justinian start ruling the Eastern Roman Empire? Usually, it is 
assumed based on the perspective of Procopius’ text that it was when Justin I 
became emperor in 518. Taking this year as the starting point and counting 32 years, 
a time-span Procopius mentions several times, the Secret History should be dated to 
550. While this year is commonly accepted, some researchers suggest the year 559, 
counting from 527. This article analyses the different arguments for both proposi- 
tions, and suggests that the surviving Secret History represents a version of the text 
which dates neither to 550 nor to 559, but to 553 or 554. 


FRAGMENTS D'UN MANUSCRIT DE 
BASILE EN MAJUSCULE. 
HISTOIRE DES TEXTES ET HISTOIRE DES LIVRES 


Le 23 novembre 2013 étaient mis en vente, par la maison Romantic 
Agony à Bruxelles, deux fragments de folios qui provenaient d'un manuscrit 
en majuscule, contenant le De spiritu sancto de Basile de Césarée (CPG 2839). 
Ils ont depuis été acquis par l'Université de Notre-Dame (Hesburgh Library, 
Frag. I. 63)". Les hasards des rencontres scientifiques et du catalogage des 
manuscrits m'ont donné l'occasion de rapprocher de ces deux fragments 
d'autres folios du méme manuscrit. En effet, lors du 8* colloque international 
de paléographie grecque tenu à Hambourg en septembre 2013, un collegue 
m'avait montré des reproductions des deux folios mis en vente à Bruxelles. 
J'en ai rapidement reconnu la proximité avec l'un des folios de garde d'un 
manuscrit actuellement conservé dans la Bibliothéque du patriarcat cecumé- 
nique à Istanbul (Movijc τῆς Ἁγίας Τριάδος 11), que j'avais examiné deux 
ans plus tót dans le cadre de la préparation du catalogue de ces livres, 
aujourd'hui paru’. Les résultats des recherches d'un autre savant, Dom Julien 
Leroy o.s.b., bien connu pour ses travaux sur Théodore Stoudite, mais aussi 
sur la codicologie et en particulier sur les réglures des manuscrits grecs, 
me permirent d'en rapprocher les gardes d'un troisiéme volume, conservé 
à Patmos (Movn τοῦ Ἁγίου Ἰωάννου τοῦ Θεολόγου, 393). En effet, J. Leroy 
rapporta de ses nombreux voyages dans les bibliothéques des cahiers d'analyse 
des réglures des manuscrits de parchemin, aujourd'hui déposés à la section 
grecque de l'Institut de recherche et d'histoire des textes (Paris). Dans la page 
du cahier stambouliote consacrée au manuscrit Hagia Trias 11, il renvoyait pour 
les gardes au manuscrit de Patmos*. Grâce à l'aide de Zisis Melissakis, 


* Je remercie vivement Zisis Melissakis pour son aide précieuse et généreuse à Patmos, en 
particulier dans le déchiffrement des notes du f. 274*" et leur interprétation. Je remercie éga- 
lement mes collégues André Binggeli et Marie Cronier pour leur relecture et leurs suggestions. 

! Auction 52, lot 839. 

? On en trouvera une présentation et une étude dans ce méme volume, D. T. GURA, 
A Ninth-Century Fragment of Basil of Caesarea's De Spiritu sancto and a Lost Majuscule 
Codex, p. 243-274. De maniére exceptionnelle, j'ai pu consulter cet article avant sa publication. 

3 A. BINGGELI — M. CassiN — M. CRONIER — M. KOUROUPOU, Catalogue des manuscrits 
conservés dans la bibliothèque du Patriarcat ecuménique. II, Les manuscrits du monastère 
de la Sainte-Trinité de Chalki, Turnhout, 2019. 

* J. Leroy avait probablement séjourné à Istanbul en juillet 1975. Cahier Constantinople, 
p- 4, avec une erreur sur la cote, cependant : « cf. Patm. gr. 373, feuilles de garde ». En 
revanche, le ms. 393 de Patmos ne figure pas dans les deux cahiers consacrés à la bibliothéque 
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actuellement en charge du projet de catalogage des manuscrits de Patmos, 
et à l'obligeance du bibliothécaire du monastére, I. Melianos, j'ai pu avoir 
acces à des photographies de ces folios, qui m'ont permis de confirmer le 
rapprochement qu'avait suggéré naguére J. Leroy. Ainsi, on dispose mainte- 
nant d'au moins 7 folios ou fragments de folio de ce manuscrit en majuscule?, 
dont on propose ici une étude d'ensemble. En outre, les feuillets de Patmos 
comportent des notes assez nombreuses, dont plusieurs sont datées et qui ne 
sont pas sans intérét, dans la mesure oü l'une d'entre elles donne le nom 
d'un métropolite d'Imbros du début du 16* siécle dont elle permet de cor- 
riger la période d'activité, tandis qu'une autre fournit un intéressant contrat 
d'enseignement daté de 1430. 


TROIS MANUSCRITS ET DES GARDES 


Les restes de ce manuscrit en majuscule de Basile de Césarée sont donc 
parvenus jusqu'à nous comme folios de garde de trois manuscrits. L'un de 
ces ensembles se trouve séparé du volume dans lequel il avait été remployé 
(Notre Dame), à une date et dans des circonstances inconnues, ce qui nous 
prive d'éléments importants pour reconstituer leur histoire commune. Les deux 
autres groupes sont en revanche conservés dans leur manuscrit de remploi 
et l'étude de ces derniers fournit quelques éléments d'histoire et d'inter- 
prétation. Je n'ai pu cependant examiner in situ le manuscrit de Patmos ni 
en obtenir une reproduction compléte. On présentera les trois manuscrits 
dans l'ordre du texte basilien des folios de garde. 


Istanbul, Πατριαρχηκὴ βιβλιοθήκη, Hagia Trias 11 


Début du 13° siècle (f. III : 9° siècle ; ff. I-II, IV-V : latin, 2° quart du 
15* siécle), parchemin, 275 x 210 mm, ff. I-II. 164. III-V. Tétraévangile 
adapté à l'usage liturgique®. 

Le manuscrit, copié au 13* siécle, a sans doute fait l'objet de reliures 
successives : il comporte en effet un folio provenant du manuscrit de Basile 
(f. ΠΡ. mais inclus à la fin du volume entre le corps du manuscrit et d'autres 
gardes, latines. Ces folios latins, placés au début et à la fin du volume 


de cette ile (non plus sous la cote erronée 373). On trouve simplement, à la derniére page du 
cahier 1, mention du ms. 393 dans une liste de cote de manuscrits « Onciaux ». Je n'ai pas 
trouvé d'autre trace de ce volume de Patmos dans le reste des archives de J. Leroy. 

5 Deux à Notre Dame, un à Istanbul, quatre à Patmos. 

6 Diktyon 33509. Notice compléte dans BINGGELI — CASSIN — CRONIER — KOUROUPOU, Cata- 
logue des manuscrits [voir n. 3], I, pp. 19-22. 
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(ff. I-II, IV-V), eux aussi de parchemin, sont datables du 2° quart du 
15* siécle, d'une main probablement italienne, et contiennent des fragments 
du Doctrinale d' Alexandre de Villedieu”. La reliure du manuscrit ne permet 
malheureusement pas de préciser son origine : en effet, la reliure ancienne 
a subi une restauration dans la seconde moitié du 19° siècle, à l'École théo- 
logique de Chalki. Il n'en reste plus que les ais et les remplis de l'ancienne 
couvrure, de cuir brun-rouge, tandis que les plats ont été recouverts d'une 
toile enduite de couleur grise®. Les rares notes que comporte le volume ne 
permettent pas non plus d'éclairer son histoire et ne rencontrent pas d'écho, 
y compris au plan graphique, dans les deux autres manuscrits ou fragments 
considérés. On trouve en effet dans le manuscrit stambouliote une note de 
possession d'un moine Blasios (f. 12"), une estimation, par un certain 
Géórgios Diasorinos, de l’âge du manuscrit, qu'il fixe sans argument à 
100 ans (f. 164"), et une indication de date (15 janvier 1516) au bas du 
méme folio, d'une autre main. L'histoire du manuscrit entre sa copie et son 
arrivée au monastere de la Sainte-Trinité de Chalki, au large d’Istanbul, ne 
parait pas pouvoir étre reconstituée, mis à part pour ce qui reléve de l'insertion 
de la garde basilienne lors d'une reliure qu'on peut dater des années 1420 
(voir infra). On peut cependant probablement identifier le livre avec l'un des 
manuscrits qui figurent dans l'inventaire de cette bibliothéque monastique, 
dressé en 1572 à la demande de son fondateur, le patriarche Métrophane III’. 
Le volume ne l'a ensuite plus quittée et a été transféré avec elle au Patriar- 
cat dans les années 1930. 


Patmos, Movn τοῦ Αγίου Ἰωάννου τοῦ Θεολόγου, 393 


Années 1420, papier (ff. A, 5, 274, contre-garde inf. : 9° siécle, parchemin), 
ff. A. 1-274 (— 202)!, 285-289 x 205-212 mm. Matthieu Blastarès, Syntagma 
canonum. 

Ce manuscrit, que je n'ai pu examiner in situ, ne m'est connu que par des 
photographies partielles, par la description succincte qu'en donne Ióannés 


7 Je remercie F. Ploton-Nicollet et M. Smith pour leur aide dans l'analyse et la datation de 
ces folios. 

8 Sur ces restaurations, voir BINGGELI — CASSIN — CRONIER — KOUROUPOU, Catalogue des 
manuscrits [voir n. 3], p. xv : École théologique, type 2. 

? E. LEGRAND, Notice biographique sur Jean et Théodose Zygomalas, dans Recueil de textes 
et de traductions publié par les professeurs de | École des langues orientales vivantes à l'occa- 
sion du VII congrès des orientalistes tenu à Stockholm en 1889 (Publication de l'École des 
langues orientales vivantes, 3* série 6), Paris, 1889, pp. 67-264, ici p. 207 : τετραευαγγέλιον 
£v µεμθράναις, μῆκος πρωτοδεύτερον, περιέχον ἐν τῇ ἀρχῇ kai τὴν ἁρμονίαν Ἀμμωνίου, 
καὶ ἄλλο ὅμοιον εὐαγγέλιον. L'autre manuscrit correspondant à cette entrée double est 
aujourd'hui à Londres, Lambeth Palace Library, 1178. 

10 Indication au f. 2, d'une main moderne : pp. Α΄ + (1-274) — 1 (202). 
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Sakkelion dans son catalogue de 1890!!, ainsi que par les informations que 
m'a trés aimablement communiquées Zisis Melissakis. I. Sakkelion date 
le livre du 14* siécle, mais sa copie doit étre située plus avant dans le temps, 
puisqu'on peut dater son écriture de la première moitié du 15° siecle!?, data- 
tion qui est confirmée par le filigrane du papier visible au f. 3*" sur les 
photographies dont je dispose — et qui semble apparaitre également dans les 
folios suivants. La copie du corps du volume a été réalisée avant 1430, 
si la note datée de cette année-là, qui se trouve au f. A, y fut portée alors 
qu'il figurait déjà dans le manuscrit actuel'*. 

Les folios du manuscrit de Basile occupent une position étrange dans le 
volume : le folio A fut visiblement la contre-garde supérieure (on voit 
encore les remplis sur le folio) mais est aujourd'hui séparé de la reliure. 
Les ff. 1-4 sont des gardes de papier (un binion ?) : le f. 1^" comporte un 
pinax partiel ; les ff. 2-4" sont blancs, tandis que le f. 4" comporte une note 
de donation au monastére de Patmos, qu'on peut probablement dater de la 
seconde moitié du 16° siecle, d'aprés l'écriture : 


+ τὸ παρὸν βιβλίον οὗ ἔνεκ(εν) ἀφιερωμ(έν)ον | ἐν τῆ θεία xai βασιλικῆ 
μονῇ νήσ(ου) πάτμου | τοῦ ἁγ(ίου) καὶ πανευφήμ(ου) ἀπ(ο)στ(ό)λ(ου), 
εὐα(γγελιστ)οῦ Ἰω(άννου) καὶ µ(ε)γ(άλου) | θεολ(ό)γ(ου)’ ὅθεν ἐστὶν νόμιμον, 
καὶ ἐὰν | καί τινας βουληθῇ ¿evocar παρὰ | τῆς ῥηθήσης μονῆς, ἢ πράξαι, 
| ἢ χαρίσαι εἴτε δια φιλι(ας) χάριν, ἀϊποφαινόμ(ε)θ(α) ἵνα ἵστςκα»στίαι) ἀφε- 
ριμ(ένως) ἀῑπὸ π(ατ)ρ(ὸ)ς (καὶ) υιοῦ καὶ ἁ(γίου) πν(εύματο)ς, (καὶ) νὰ ἔχει 
| καὶ τὰς ἀρὰς τῶν ἁγίων tin” θεοφόἰρων καὶ τοῦ μ(ε)γ(άλου) θεολ(ό)γ(ου)’ 
(καὶ) ούτως το φανεροῦίμεν ἐπὶ παντας : T 


Je n'ai pas trouvé de parallele à cette note dans le premier — et pour le 
moment seul — volume publié du catalogue de Patmos ni dans les anciens 
catalogues!>. Elle permet d’affirmer, il me semble, que le manuscrit a été 


11 Diktyon 54637. I. SAKKÉLION, Πατμιακὴ βιβλιοθήκη ἤτοι ἀναγραφὴ τῶν ἐν τῇ βιβλιοθήκῃ 
τῆς κατὰ νῆσον Πάτμον γεραρᾶς καὶ βασιλικῆς μονῆς τοῦ ἁγίου ἀποστόλου καὶ εὐαγγελιστοῦ 
Ἰωάννου τοῦ Θεολόγου τεθησαυρισμένων χειρογράφων τευχῶν, Athéna, 1890, p. 178. 

12 Je remercie Paul Géhin pour cette suggestion. L'écriture n'est pas sans rappeler celle du 
copiste Μάρκος (RGK II, 362), responsable du ms. Paris, BNF, Coislin 243 (1* moitié du 
155 siécle). 

13 Filigrane Trois monts, trés proche de D. et J. HARLFINGER, Wasserzeichen aus grie- 
chischen Handschriften, I, Berlin, 1974 ; II, Berlin, 1980, Monts 64 (a. 1432) ; voir aussi 
R. STANKOVIĆ, La description des filigranes et l'album des manuscrits grecs des Χν΄-ΧΙΧ΄ siècles 
du Centre de recherches slavo-byzantines « Prof. Ivan Dujëev » (Series catalogorum, 11), 
Sofia, 2006, n? 62 (a. 1430/1440). 

14 Voir infra, p. 75-76 et 79-80. 

5 A. D. KOMINIS, Πατμιακὴ βιβλιοθήκη ἤτοι Νέος κατάλογος τῶν χειρογράφων κωδίκων 
τῆς Ἱερᾶς Μονῆς Ἁγίου Ἰωάννου τοῦ Θεολόγου Πάτμου. Α΄, Κώδικες 1-101, Athena, 1988. 
Une lecture cursive de l'ancien catalogue d’I. SAKKÉLION, Πατμιακὴ βιβλιοθήκη [voir 
n. 11], qui ne posséde malheureusement pas d'autre index que celui des textes, n'a pas 
permis de trouver de parallèle, non plus que dans D. KALLIMACHOS, Πατμιακῆς βιβλ. 
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donné à la bibliothéque de Patmos dans la seconde moitié du 16* siécle, sans 
qu'on puisse préciser davantage son origine par ce biais. 

Le f. 5 provient de nouveau du manuscrit de Basile, tandis que le corps 
du livre commence au f. 6, avec le début du texte de Blastarés, qui doit se 
poursuivre jusqu'à la fin du volume (f. 273" ?). Le f. 274 ainsi que la contre- 
garde inférieure, laquelle n'est pas détachée du plat, contrairement à la 
contre-garde supérieure, proviennent du manuscrit de Basile. Les folios 
basiliens portent en outre de nombreuses notes, que nous étudierons plus 
bas. On peut déduire du désordre relatif des folios initiaux que la reliure 
actuelle n'est pas la reliure d'origine. 

Cette reliure actuelle n'est pourtant pas sans intérét : on peut en effet 
rapprocher nombre de ses petits fers de ceux qu'a relevés N. Sarris dans un 
groupe de reliures aujourd'hui conservées au Sinaï (groupe n? 43, III.13)!6. 
Les manuscrits concernés sont les suivants (on donne dans chaque cas des 
indications minimales destinées à préciser leur contenu et leur histoire) : 


* Sinai, Movn τῆς Ayíag Αἰκατερίνης, gr. 259 (12*-13* siécle, Psautier et 
Nouveau Testament), qui comporte une note de possession d'un Makarios, 
kathigoumene de Sainte-Marine à Selymbria (15° siécle ?) et une note de 
possession sinaite datée de 1567 (f. 276)!” ; 

e gr. 550 (13° siècle, recueil liturgique) À ; 

e gr. 972 (15° siècle, euchologe), qui comporte une note d'obit de Kwvotav- 
τῖνος à Κίµακος (PLP 30801) datée du 7 janvier 1476? ; 


συμπλήρωμα, dans Ἐκκλησιαστικὸς Φάρος, 10-17 (1912-1918), passim, ou A. D. KOMINIS, 
Facsimiles of Dated Patmian Codices, Athena, 1970. La suite du catalogue, en préparation 
(voir par exemple Z. MELISSAKIS, Cataloguing Greek Manuscripts in Greece. Recent Pro- 
gress, Current Developments, Future Efforts and the Case of the Monastery of Patmos, 
dans P. DEGNI — P. ELEUTERI — M. ΜΑΝΙΑΕΙ [éd.], Greek Manuscript Cataloguing. Past, 
Present and Future [Bibliologia, 48], Turnhout, 2018, pp. 67-73), apportera peut-étre des 
éléments de comparaison, méme si Z. Melissakis m'a indiqué ne pas avoir encore rencon- 
tré de note comparable. 

16 N. SARRIS, Classification of finishing tools in Greek bookbinding: establishing links 
from the Library of St Catherine's Monastery, Sinai, Egypt, III, PhD, London, 2010, p. 80. 
Je remercie vivement Marie Cronier d'avoir attiré mon attention sur ce point. 

17 Diktyon 58634. G. R. PARPULOV, Toward a History of Byzantine Psalters, Plovdiv, 
2014, Appendix B1; K. WEITZMANN -- G. GALAVARIS, The Monastery of Saint Catherine at 
Mount Sinai. The Illuminated Greek Manuscripts. 1, From the Ninth to the Twelfth Century, 
Princeton, 1990, n? 47, pp. 126-128 ; les rapprochements que proposent les auteurs en termes 
de reliure ne sont pas probants (Athena, EBE, 68 et 190). 

18 Diktyon 58925. V. N. BENESEVIC, Catalogus codicum manuscriptorum graecorum qui 
in monasterio Sanctae Catharinae in Monte Sina asservantur, 1, Sankt-Peterburg, 1911, 
pp. 352-354, n° 514. 

19 Diktyon 59347. S. LAMPROS, Ἐνθυμήσεων ἤτοι χρονικῶν σημειωμάτων συλλογὴ πρώτη, 
dans NE, 7 (1910), pp. 113-313, ici p. 166, n? 151. 


64 MATTHIEU CASSIN 


* gr. 1342 (ca. 1326-1329, tétraévangile et praxapostolos), copié par 
Michael Louloudés pour le duc de Candie” ; 

* gr. 1639 (14° siècle, Grégoire de Nazianze), avec de nombreuses notes de 
possession et d'obit liées entre autres à Candie, datées en 1574 et 1585?! ; 

e gr. 2034 (16° siècle ?, euchologe)?". 


Parmi les différentes reliures, on relévera en particulier les fers Hf.fl07, 
Hf.rs32, Hf.rs36, Hf.fw19?. Le schéma du plat supérieur du manuscrit de 
Patmos correspond grosso modo à celui du plat supérieur du Sin. gr. 1639. 
N. Sarris ne dispose pas d'éléments pour dater ce groupe de reliures ; 
il peut simplement affirmer qu'il est antérieur à 1567, date de la note de 
possession sinaite du ms. Sin. gr. 259 (f. 276). L'interprétation de l'en- 
semble des éléments que fournissent les manuscrits du groupe semble sug- 
gérer une origine crétoise pour ces reliures, avec un manuscrit copié par 
Louloudés pour le duc de Candie au 14° siècle (Sin. gr. 1342) et les notes 
candiotes du 16* siécle dans un autre volume (Sin. gr. 1639). On connait 
en outre les liens étroits du monastére du Sinai avec la Créte, entre autres 
avec Candie où il possédait un métochion?*, or c'est précisément cette ville 
qui apparait dans les notes du Sin. gr. 1639. Parmi ces manuscrits, certains 
auraient donc été transférés au Sinai dés le milieu du 16* siécle, peu aprés 
leur reliure, tandis que d'autres (au moins le Sin. gr. 1639) seraient restés 
en Créte. 

Il parait donc assuré que le manuscrit de Patmos a été relié dans le méme 
contexte que les autres livres de ce groupe, probablement au 16* siecle ; 
cependant, comme l'indique N. Sarris, la plupart de ces reliures ne sont pas 
d'origine, mais ont remplacé une reliure antérieure. Il est probable qu'il en 
aille de méme pour le volume de Patmos, ce qui expliquerait entre autres 


20 Diktyon 59717. Voir A. BRAVO GaRcíA — I. PEREZ MARTÍN, Un nuevo manuscrito 
copiado por Miguel Luludes : el Escurialensis Z.III.11, dans BBGG, 57 (1998), pp. 227-234, 
avec la bibliographie antérieure, et en particulier G. DE GREGORIO, Per uno studio della 
cultura scritta a Creta sotto il dominio veneziano : i codici greco-latini del secolo xiv, dans 
Scrittura e civiltà, 17 (1993), pp. 103-201, ici p. 130-133. 

?! Diktyon 60014. V. N. BENESEVIC, Catalogus codicum manuscriptorum graecorum qui 
in monasterio Sanctae Catharinae in Monte Sina asservantur, Π.Ι, Sankt-Peterburg, 1917, 
pp. 115-116 ; J. Mossay, Repertorium Nazianzenum. Orationes. Textus Graecus. 6, Codices 
Aegypti, Bohemiae, Hispaniae, Italiae, Serbiae. Addenda et Corrigenda (Studien zur Geschichte 
und Kultur des Altertums, N.F., 2. Reihe. Forschungen zu Gregor von Nazianz, 14), Paderborn 
— München — Wien — Zurich, 1998, pp. 54-55. 

2 Diktyon 60409. BENESEVIC, Catalogus, II.1 [voir n. 21], p. 304. 

23 SARRIS, Classification of finishing tools [voir n. 16], HI, p. 80 et II, pp. 93, 103, 142, 
160-161. 

3 Voir en particulier M. SAREGIANNES, Συμβολή στην ιστορία σιναϊτικού μετοχίου του 
Αγίου Ματθαίου στο Ηράκλειο, dans Αριάδνη, 16 (2010), pp. 137-168 ; A. G. PHRANKOULE, 
H Σιναϊτική σχολή της αγίας Αικατερίνης στο Χάνδακα, Athena, 1998. 
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que l'actuel f. A, autrefois contre-garde supérieure, soit aujourd'hui détaché 
du plat et retourné par rapport à son usage ancien comme contre-garde 
(c'est le recto qui porte les anciens remplis) et que l'autre garde ancienne 
se retrouve au f. 5. Les maigres éléments historiques tirés de l'analyse de la 
reliure ne nous informent donc probablement pas sur la provenance des 
gardes basiliennes, qui figuraient déjà dans le manuscrit de Patmos lors de 
cette seconde reliure, crétoise — on notera qu'aucun des autres volumes du 
lot, au vu des reproductions?, ne présente de gardes anciennes, quelles 
qu'elles soient. Ces indices nous suggérent simplement que le manuscrit de 
Patmos serait passé en Créte, avant ou plus probablement aprés avoir regu 
la note relative au métropolite d'Imbros en 1514-1515, et y aurait été pourvu 
d'une nouvelle reliure, l’actuelle?f. 


Notre Dame, University of Notre Dame, Hesburgh Library, Frag. I. 63 


Le dernier fragment du manuscrit de Basile actuellement connu de moi 
se réduit aujourd'hui à deux morceaux de parchemin, qui ont trés probable- 
ment été utilisés comme folios de garde dans un manuscrit mais en ont été 
ensuite détachés à une date inconnue. Ils ont réapparu en 2013 à l'occasion 
de leur vente à Bruxelles, par la maison Romantic Agony (vente n? 52 du 
23 novembre 2013, lot n? 839) et proviendraient d'une collection privée 
belge. Ils ont été depuis acquis par l'University of Notre Dame”. On ne 
semble malheureusement rien savoir de leur histoire antérieure à la vente 
belge. La note fragmentaire qui figure au f. 2" est difficilement exploitable 
en l'état : 

T ἐκαθησαμενον Σιριανον εἰς τὰς G του ἰουν(ιου) un(vog) | καὶ εἰσάσθημ(εν) 
(?) καὶ ἐπαρέλαβα (νομίσματα) ς΄. 


BASILE ΡΕ CÉSARÉE, TRAITÉ DU SAINT-ESPRIT 


Portions de texte conservées et sections perdues 


Ces trois ensembles de folios proviennent donc d'un méme manuscrit en 
majuscule ogivale inclinée, qui contenait au moins le Traité du Saint-Esprit 


25 Des six manuscrits du Sinai ici évoqués, seul le gr. 972 n'a pas été microfilmé par la 
Library of Congress mais est accessible par l'intermédiaire de la Bibliothèque nationale d'Israél. 

26 Voir infra, p. 80-81. 

27 Diktyon 76393. Voir dans ce volume l'étude et la description des deux fragments par 
D. T. GURA dans l'article cité n. 2, p. 243-274. Je n'ai pas eu accés à d'autres informations sur 
ces folios que leurs photographies, le catalogue de vente et la description ici mentionnée. 
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de Basile de Césarée, et qu'on peut dater du 9° siécle?*. Ils en conservent les 
portions suivantes? : 

Istanbul : (f. III", col. a) ] μεγέθους (IX, 23, 27) — ἐλέγ[χειν (IX, 23, 
30); Af. II, col. b) ἀπο]κρίνασθαι (X, 24, 4) — τῇ τοῦ [ (X, 24, 10); 
(f. TIT”, col. a) ] μὴ συνῆψεν (X, 24, 15) — ἀκολουθοῦ[μεν (X, 24, 21) ; 
^(f. ΠΠ, col. b) ] ὅτι (X, 25, 5) - Χριστόν [ (X, 25, 11). 

Patmos : (f. A") ] μὲν οὐσία (XVI, 38, 48) — διδαχθέν[τα (XVI, 38, 89) ; 
Af. 274", contre-garde inf. recto) ] τὸ τῶν (XVI, 40, 39) — καινότε[ρον 
(XVI, 42, 14) ; ΧΕ 55) ]τὸ πνεῦμα (XVII, 45, 24) — ἀφεθήσεται [ (XVIII, 
46, 36). 

Notre-Dame : !(f. 1", col. a] ἔχο]μεν (XXII, 54, 26) — εἰρή[νη (XXIV, 
55,2); ΖΕ 1", col. b) | κατὰ δὲ (XXIV, 55, 8) - δικ[αίου (XXIV, 55, 14) ; 
Xf. 1", col. a) ] τὸ πνεῦμα (XXIV, 55, 18) — ἀναληφθὲν (XXIV, 55, 24) ; 
^(f. 1", col. b) ] ψιλὸν (XXIV, 55, 28) — συνθήσετ[αι (XXIV, 55, 34) ; 
*(f. 27, col. a) ] αὐτὴν (XXVI, 61, 17) — συμπάρεσ[τι (XXVI, 61, 21); 
(f. 27, col. b) ἀνίδρυτ]ον (XXVI, 61, 26) — ποτὲ μὲν ὡς [ (XXVI, 61, 32) ; 
"(f. 2°, col. a) ἀλ]λὰ τὸ (XXVI, 61,36) - οὐκ ἔχω (XXVI, 61,42); *(f. 2", 
col. b) ] µέλη (XXVI, 61, 48) — ἐσμὲν ἐν τῷ (XXVI, 61, 52). 

Le manuscrit est copié à 2 colonnes, avec 30 lignes à la page ; réglure : 
Leroy-Sautel 00C2. Surface écrite : hauteur 262 mm ; la largeur des 
colonnes parait varier : 65-70 mm pour les folios d'Istanbul et de Patmos, 
60 mm pour les folios de Notre Dame ; entrecolonne 30 mm. Le manuscrit 
de Patmos est le seul à conserver des folios dans leur intégralité et permet 
de reconstituer le contenu approximatif des folios des autres manuscrits, plus 
ou moins rognés, voire coupés, et qui correspond à peu prés à 42 à 45 lignes 
de l'édition Pruche -- sauf lorsqu'un titre intervient dans la section concernée. 
En outre, la plupart des folios sont plus ou moins endommagés. On donnera 
ci-dessous l'état de conservation des différents folios et la reconstitution de 
la portion de texte qu'ils contenaient à l'origine. 

Istanbul (f. III) : seule la partie inférieure du folio d'origine est conservée, 
17 lignes, dont la premiere ligne est éventuellement prise dans le pli de la 
reliure. On peut reconstituer approximativement le contenu de l'ensemble du 
folio : IX, 23, 22-25, 11, soit environ 41 lignes de texte plus un titre (1,5 ligne). 

Patmos : (f. A) intégralement conservé, mais sur l'actuel recto, le haut et 
le bas sont cachés par les remplis de la reliure précédente et les angles 
externes sont endommagés, avec perte de texte ; le verso est totalement 


35 Pour l'analyse de l'écriture et de la décoration, voir dans ce volume l'article cité n. 2, 
p. 243-274. 

2 Les références du texte basilien sont données d’après l'édition de B. PRUCHE, Basile de 
Césarée, Sur le Saint-Esprit. Introduction, texte, traduction et notes (SC, 17bis), Paris, 1947. 
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lisible, sauf les angles perdus. Dans son état d'origine, le folio devait conte- 
nir XVI, 38, 47-89, soit 43 lignes de l'édition. (f. 274) intégralement 
conservé, avec des trous de vers dans la partie supérieure, et le verso, trés 
effacé, est recouvert par une note plus récente. Son contenu (XVI, 40, 
39-XVI, 41, 28) correspond à 37 lignes de l'édition, plus un titre (3 lignes) 
et un bas de colonne vide. (contre-garde inf.) intégralement conservé, seul 
le recto est visible (verso collé au contre-plat), haut de la 2* colonne partiel- 
lement masqué par le rempli, trous de vers. Avec le verso, collé aujourd'hui 
au plat de la reliure, le folio devait contenir la portion de texte suivante : XVII, 
41, 28-43, 10, soit environ 44 lignes de l'édition. (f. 5) intégralement conservé, 
trous de vers et perte de quelques lettres aux angles externes du verso. Son 
contenu (XVIII, 45, 24-46, 36) correspond à 45 lignes de l'édition. 

Notre Dame : 2 demi-folios, partiellement conservés (14-16 lignes), le 
haut d'un folio (f. 1) et le bas d'un autre (f. 2). Le premier devait contenir 
XXIII, 54, 26-XXIV, 55, 38, soit 39 lignes de l'édition plus un titre (2 lignes). 
Le second devait contenir XXVI, 61, 10-52, soit 42 lignes de l'édition. 


Le manuscrit d'origine 


On voit que la portion du manuscrit d'origine ainsi conservée (7 folios ou 
parties de folios) et la portion de texte qu'elle représentait (291 lignes de 
l'édition, plus trois titres de chapitre), si elles ne sont pas négligeables, ne 
permettent cependant pas de se faire une idée claire du manuscrit de 
départ. En effet, non seulement il nous reste moins de 10 % du texte du 
traité Sur le Saint-Esprit (291 lignes sur un total de 3028, et 3 titres de cha- 
pitres sur un total de 30), mais nous ne savons pas ce que contenait le reste 
du manuscrit. Le traité Sur le Saint-Esprit devait couvrir un peu plus de 
70 folios, comme le montre une simple régle de trois. On peut évaluer de la 
maniére suivante les portions manquantes, en fonction du nombre de lignes 
moyen par folio (43-45 lignes), en tenant compte de la présence des titres 
de chapitres, et reconstituer le manuscrit en y insérant les folios conservés : 

[19 ff. (I, 1, 1-IX, 23, 21)] + Istanbul (1 f., IX, 23, 22-25, 11) + [12 ff. 
(IX, 25, 12-XVL 38, 46)] + Patmos A (1 f., XVI, 38, 47-89) + [1 f. (XVI, 38, 
90-40, 38)] + Patmos 274 & contre-garde (2 ff., XVI, 40, 39-XVII, 43, 10) 
+ [2 ff. (XVII, 43, 11-XVIIL 45, 23)] + Patmos 5 (1 f., XVIII, 45, 24-46, 
36) + [8 ff. (XVII, 47, 1-XXIIL 54, 25)] + Notre-Dame 1 (1 f., XXIII, 54, 
26-55, 38) + [4 ff. (XXIII, 55, 39-XXVI, 61, 9)] + Notre-Dame 2 (1 f., 
XXVI, 61, 10-52) + [17 ff., XXVI, 61, 53-XXX, 79, 28). 

On a ainsi une idée de la maniére dont s'inséraient dans le manuscrit 
d'origine les folios conservés et des écarts qui les y séparaient. De manière 
significative, dans les deux cas observables, les folios réutilisés dans un 
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méme manuscrit étaient plus proches entre eux dans le manuscrit d'origine 
qu'ils ne l’étaient de folios réutilisés ailleurs mais ils n'étaient pas consécu- 
tifs, à une exception prés. Il parait cependant difficile de conclure plus avant 
sur la structure, en particulier codicologique, du manuscrit d'origine. Tout 
au plus peut-on remarquer que les folios réutilisés dans le manuscrit de 
Patmos couvraient 7 folios du volume d'origine, en incluant les folios per- 
dus entre eux : ils pouvaient provenir d'un méme cahier, quaternion, auquel 
il manquerait le premier ou le dernier folio. Il est également tentant de relever 
que les folios qui précédent le lot patmiote étaient au nombre de 32 folios 
(31 folios perdus, 1 conservé à Istanbul), soit 4 quaternions. Si cette recons- 
titution est juste, le premier folio de Notre-Dame serait le dernier du cahier 
perdu après le lot de Patmos, et le 2" folio de Notre-Dame serait à son tour 
le 5* du cahier suivant. Cependant, on sait qu'en général, les manuscrits 
démembrés le sont plutót par bifeuillet ; toutefois, une telle reconstitution 
par bifeuillet ne fonctionne pas non plus au vu du texte conservé. Force est 
donc de rester dans une relative expectative quant à la structure d'origine. 


Que pouvait contenir le reste du manuscrit ? Une rapide enquéte dans la 
tradition manuscrite ancienne du texte permet d'aboutir à des conclusions 
assez simples. Jusqu'à la fin du 11° siècle, la position du traité Sur le 
Saint-Esprit n'est pas stable dans les manuscrits de Basile*!. On le trouve 
souvent en lien étroit avec le Contre Eunome et/ou avec tout ou partie d'un 
Corpus de l'Hexaemeron??, mais également avec le traité pseudo-basilien 


30 L'enquéte a été menée à partir de la base de données Pinakes (http://pinakes.irht.cnrs. 
fr/notices/oeuvre/4004/), en ne retenant que les manuscrits non postérieurs au 11* siécle, et 
sans vérification sur piece. Abréviations : Basile de Césarée, Virg. : De uirginitate (CPG 2081) ; 
Hex. : Homiliae in Hexaemeron (CPG 2835) ; Eun. : Aduersus Eunomium (CPG 2837) ; 
Spir. : De Spiritu sancto (CPG 2839) ; Ep. : Epistulae (CPG 2900) ; In Isaiam : Enarratio in 
prophetam Isaiam (CPG 2911) ; Creat. : De creatione hominis hom. 1-2 (CPG 3215-3216) ; 
Grégoire de Nysse, Hex. : In Hexaemeron (CPG 3153) ; Op. hom. : De opificio hominis 
(CPG 3154). Pour les textes liés à l'Hexaemeron, on reprend la classification des types de 
corpus d'E. AMAND DE MENDIETA — S. RUDBERG, Basile de Césarée. La tradition directe des 
neuf homélies sur l'Hexaemeron (TU, 123), Berlin, 1980, pp. 3-4 : Corpus de l'Hexaemeron : 
Basile, Hex. et Grégoire de Nysse, Op. hom. ; petit corpus : Basile, Hex. et pseudo-Basile, 
Creat. ; grand corpus : Basile, Hex., pseudo-Basile, Creat., Grégoire de Nysse, Op. hom. et 
éventuellement Hex. 

31 La date retenue comme terminus ante quem (11° siècle) est arbitraire ; elle vise simple- 
ment à fournir un panorama pour le contexte de circulation du traité Sur le Saint-Esprit à une 
période proche de la copie du manuscrit fragmentaire ici étudié, sans prétendre pour autant à 
une étude compléte. Ainsi déterminée, cette date permet cependant d'avoir un échantillon de 
contexte qui ne soit pas trop réduit. Un témoin de cette période est réduit à un fragment et ne 
peut étre classé : Roma, Bibl. Angelica, gr. 106.7 (11° siecle). 

32 Citta del Vaticano, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana (BAV), Vat. gr. 408 (10° siècle) : 
Corpus de l'Hexaemeron, Spir., Eun. 

Firenze, Bib. Medicea Laurenziana (BML), plut. 4.27 (10° siècle) : Spir., Eun., Corpus de 
l'Hexaemeron. 
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Sur la virginité?, avec les Lettres?^ ou le Commentaire sur Isaïe’ — texte dont 


l'attribution est toujours discutée, mais qui est trés tót placé sous l'autorité 
de Basile?6 — ou encore avec diverses œuvres de Basile?”, voire de Basile et/ 
ou de Grégoire de Nysse**. Cette instabilité paraît relativement continue, 
y compris encore au 11* siécle. Il semble donc pour le moins hasardeux de 
prétendre reconstituer le contenu d'origine du manuscrit dont nous présen- 
tons ici quelques folios, sur la base de la seule présence du traité Sur le 
Saint-Esprit. 

Qu'en est-il maintenant des autres manuscrits de Basile en majuscules qui 
soient conservés, en tout ou partie ? Peut-on retrouver d'autres fragments 
de notre manuscrit en majuscule, ou du moins d'autres volumes basiliens 


Firenze, BML, plut. 86.12 (11* siécle) : Grégoire de Nysse, Op. hom. ; Basile, Eun., Spir., 
Creat. 

Hagion Oros, Movi Βατοπεδίου, 68 (10*-11* siècle) : Virg., Spir., Eun. 

Hagion Oros, Movn Μεγίστης Aabpac, B 105 (11* s) : Corpus de l'Hexaemeron, puis 
Grégoire de Nysse, Hex. ; Basile, Eun., Spir. 

Milano, Bibl. Ambrosiana, E 10 inf. (11° siècle) : en désordre, contient entre autres Corpus 
de l'Hexaemeron, Eun., Spir. 

Moskva, Tocydapcmeennorü Hcmopuueckuü Myseü (GIM), Sinod. gr. 23 (10° siècle) : 
Eun., Spir., Ep. 38, Virg., Hex. 

Paris, Bibl. nationale de France (BnF), gr. 965 (11° siècle) : Eun., Spir. 

Paris, BnF, gr. 966 (11° siècle) : Eun., Spir. 

Patmos, Movn τοῦ Αγίου Ἰωάννου τοῦ Θεολόγου, 184 (11* siècle) : Eun., Spir., Virg. 

Venezia, Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, gr. Z. 58 (10* siécle) : Corpus de l'Hexaemeron, 
Eun., Spir. 

Venezia, Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, gr. Z. 66 (11* siécle) : Grégoire de Nysse, Op. 
hom. ; Basile, Eun., Spir. 

33 Voir supra les manuscrits Hagion Oros, Μονὴ Βατοπεδίου 68 ; Moskva, GIM, Sinod. 
gr. 23: Patmos, Movn τοῦ Αγίου Ἰωάννου τοῦ Θεολόγου, 184. 

34 Città del Vaticano, BAV, Vat. gr. 2209 (10°-11° siècle) : Ep., Spir. 

Paris, BnF, gr. 506 (10* siécle) : Basile, Ep. et Grégoire de Nazianze, Ep. (CPG 3032), Spir. 

Wien, Österreichische Nationalbibliothek (ÖNB), theol. gr. 142 (11° siécle) : Ep., Spir. 

5 Hagion Oros, Μονὴ Μεγίστης Λαύρας, Δ 81 (10° siècle) : Petit corpus de l'Hexaemeron, 
Spir., Virg., In Isaiam. 

Oxford, Bodleian Library, Auct. E. 2. 9 (11° siècle) : In Isaiam, Spir. 

36 Voir en particulier E. CATTANEO, [| Commento a Isaia di Basilio di Cesarea. Attribu- 
zione e studio teologico-letterario (Studia Ephemeridis Augustinianum, 139), Roma, 2014 ; 
M. SIMONETTI, Cattaneo E., Il Commento a Isaia di Basilio di Cesarea, dans Augustinianum, 54 
(2014), pp. 561-567 ; E. CATTANEO, // Commento a Isaia di Basilio di Cesarea. Una replica 
alla recensione di M. Simonetti, dans Augustinanum, 55 (2015), pp. 631-643. 

37 Paris, BnF, gr. 476 (10° siècle) : corpus basilien, où Spir. est inséré entre De legendis 
gentilium libris (CPG 2867) et Ad monachum lapsum (Ep. 44-45). 

Paris, BnF, gr. 500 (11* siécle) : corpus basilien, Spir. entre /n Mamantem martyrem 
(CPG 2868) et Eun. 

38 Hagion Oros, Μονὴ Γρηγορίου, 1 (11° siecle) : Hex., Spir., Hom. de Spiritu sancto 
(CPG 2926). Grégoire de Nysse, De oratione dominica (CPG 3160) et De beatitudinibus 
(CPG 3161). 

London, British Library, Add. 22509 (10° siècle) : inséré au milieu d'ceuvres de Grégoire 
de Nysse. 
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qui proviendraient d'un méme contexte de production, dont témoigneraient 
des caractéristiques codicologiques partagées ? En l'absence d'un inventaire 
systématique des gardes de remploi grecques, il n'est pas possible de se 
prononcer sur l'existence de fragments du méme manuscrit dans d'autres 
corpus ; peut-étre tel lecteur de cet article fera-t-il connaitre par la suite 
d'autres témoins fragmentaires provenant du méme volume. Les manuscrits 
conservés en bloc, et non pas de maniére fragmentaire, n'offrent pas de 
paralléle probant. Il est tentant de rapprocher les folios étudiés ici de la 
couche inférieure du palimpseste d’Arhenes, ΕΒΕ 223, lui aussi copié en 
ogivale inclinée, et qui contient le Corpus de l'Hexaemeron et un corpus 
ascétique de Basile”. La deuxième partie est bien à deux colonnes, mais 
avec 33 à 34 lignes par page et 17-18 lettres à la ligne — pour 30 lignes par 
page, avec 12-14 lettres à la ligne dans notre manuscrit. En outre, la présen- 
tation des titres, autant qu'on peut en juger sur le microfilm du manuscrit 
d’Athenes, differe tant pour l'écriture que pour la décoration. De méme, le 
rapprochement avec un autre palimpseste basilien en ogivale inclinée 
(Grottaferrata, Biblioteca statale del Monumento nazionale, B.a.57 [gr. 98]), 
qui contient plusieurs homélies de Basile, n'est pas satisfaisant : le manus- 
crit est à une seule colonne, avec 36 lignes à la page“. Le manuscrit de 
Messina, Biblioteca universitaria, San Salvatore 111, palimpseste, est bien 
à deux colonnes, mais aurait comporté 36 lignes à la page, pour un format 
d'origine de 370 x 240 mm, beaucoup trop grand par rapport au manuscrit 
ici étudié*!. Enfin, les folios palimpsestes du manuscrit de Zaborda, Movn 
τοῦ ἁγίου Νικάνορος, 87, en ogivale inclinée à deux colonnes, ne m'ont pas 
été accessibles?. On pourrait allonger la liste aisément?. L'enquéte reste 
donc ouverte. 


39 Sur ce manuscrit, voir en dernier lieu Z. MELISSAKIS, Οἱ παλίμψηστοι κώδικες τῆς Ἑλλη- 
νικῆς Βιβλιοθήκης τῆς Ἑλλάδος. Προκαταρτικὰ συμπεράσματα μιᾶς ἔρευνας, dans Σύμμεικτα, 
16 (2003), pp. 159-216, ici pp. 179-183, ainsi que J. GRIBOMONT, Histoire du texte des Ascé- 
tiques de s. Basile (Bibliothéque du Muséon, 32), Louvain, 1953, pp. 71-73. 

40 Voir E. CRISCI, J Palinsesti di Grottaferrata. Studio codicologico e paleografico, 1, Napoli, 
1990, pp. 89-91 et II, pl. 24-25. 

^! Voir M. T. RODRIQUEZ, J palinsesti di Messina: indagine preliminare, dans 5. LUCA 
(éd.), Libri palinsesti greci: conservazione, restauro digitale, studio. Atti del Convegno inter- 
nazionale, Villa Mondragone — Monte Porzio Catone — Università di Roma « Tor Vergata » 
— Biblioteca del Monumento Nazionale di Grottaferrata, 21-24 aprile 2004, Roma, 2008, 
pp. 201-213, ici pp. 205 et 211. Je remercie M. T. Rodriquez pour les informations complé- 
mentaires qu'elle m'a directement communiquées. 

2 L, Pouitis — M. Pour, Κατάλογος χειρογράφων Ἱερᾶς Μονῆς Ζάβορδας, Thessaloniké, 
2012, p. 57. 

45 Voir par exemple Berlin, Staatsbibliothek zu Berlin (Preussischer Kulturbesitz), Graec. 
1?.25 : palimpseste, 2 col., 28 1. ; Città del Vaticano, BAV, Vat. gr. 428 : ogivale inclinée, 
1 colonne ; Vat. gr. 2066 : idem, etc. 
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Place du témoin fragmentaire dans la tradition manuscrite du traité basilien 


En l'absence d'édition critique satisfaisante du traité de Basile, il est 
impossible de se prononcer avec précision sur la place du manuscrit frag- 
mentaire dans l'histoire du texte. On peut cependant évaluer à grands traits 
sa position, ainsi que son intérét éventuel pour l'édition du texte, qui reste 
un desideratum. On proposera ici une collation sommaire des folios d'Istan- 
bul et de Patmos™, sur l'édition de Johnston, en intégrant au fur et à mesure 
du relevé les variantes attestées par l'édition, de façon à faire émerger des 
critéres de classement*. On adopte le sigle fgt pour le manuscrit fragmen- 
taire, et les sigles de Johnston pour les autres manuscrits ; les références 
sont au chapitre et au paragraphe, et entre parenthéses à la page et à la ligne 
de Johnston. On ne reléve pas les simples fautes vocaliques (o pour o, fautes 
d'itacisme, etc., sauf lorsqu'elles concordent avec d'autres variantes relevées 
dans l'édition). 


Istanbul 


(f. HIT”, col. a) ] μεγέθους (IX, 23, 27) — ἐλέγ[χειν (IX, 23, 30) 

IX, 23 (54, 6) καὶ τῆς ἀξίας om. m 

(54, 7) ὑπ᾽ : ἀπ᾽ m 

X, tit. (55, 1) χρῆναι : χρη fgt. Le titre du chap. 10 se trouve dans fgt à 
la méme position que dans l'éd. Johnston (aprés παραθέσθαι τοιαῦται) 
et non comme dans l’éd. Pruche (aprés npofaAXopnévac, 2 lignes plus 
bas). 

(f. III", col. b) ἀπο]κρίνασθαι (X, 24, 4) - τῇ τοῦ [ (X, 24, 10) 

X, 24 (57, 3) ἀποκρίνασθαι : ἀποκρίνεσθαι v 

(57, 3) ὅτι om. p m 

(57, 4) εἰ γὰρ ὃ μὲν : εἰ μὲν γὰρ Op el μὴ γὰρ ὃν 

(58, 3) πρὸς : αὐτὸν πι 

(f. HE, col. a) ] μὴ συνῆψεν (X, 24, 15) - ἀκολουθοῦ[μεν (X, 24, 21) 

X, 24 (58, 9) ἑαυτῷ : αὐτῷ fgt 

(58, 9) τῷ om. fgt 

(58, 9) τὸ + ἅγιον fgt 


44 Pour la collation des folios de Notre-Dame, voir dans ce numéro l'article cité n. 2, 
p. 243-274. 

45 C. F. H. JOHNSTON, The book of Saint Basil the Great, bishop of Caesarea in Cappado- 
cia, on the Holy Spirit, written to Amphilochius, bishop of Iconium, against the Pneumato- 
machi, Oxford, 1892. 

46 Sigles de Johnston utilisés dans cette collation : C : Paris, BnF, gr. 965 ; m : London, 
British Library, Add. 22509 ; u : Moskva, GIM, Sinod. gr. 23 ; o : Oxford, Bodleian Library, 
Auct. E.2.9 ; R; : Paris, BnF, gr. 966 ; Ry: Paris, BnF, gr. 956 ; V : Wien, ONB, theol. gr. 142 ; 
v : Wien, ÓNB, theol. gr. 18. 
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(58, 12) τῷ!-7 om. m 

(f. II, col. b) ] ὅτι (X, 25, 5) - Χριστόν [ (X, 25, 11) 

X, 25 (58, 21) μὲν om. m 

(59, 3-4) τοῖς ἐναντίοις kai ἐχθροῖς τῆς ὑγιαινούσης διδασκαλίας om. 
V fet 


Patmos 


(f. AP) ] μὲν οὐσία (XVI, 38, 48) — διδαχθέν[τα (XVI, 38, 89) 
(81, 3) αὐτῶν + τὸ fet Il ἀέριον πνεῦμα εἰ τύχοι À om. V 

(81, 5) πυρὸς φλόγα : πῦρ φλέγον ο Ν 

(81, 8) ὢν om. V 

(81, 9) τοῦ + ἁγίου fet 

(81, 9) φυλάσσουσι : φυλάσσου fet 

(81, 11) ὄντως : ὄντος v || προσεδρίας: προεδρίας V 

(81, 19) εἴποι : εἴποιεν o fet 

(81, 20) τὸν λόγον : τοῦ λόγου u 

(81, 21) ἀοράτους : οὐρανίουςμν Ry 

(81, 30) ὅτι + ἣν fet 

(81, 30-82, 1) 6 θεὸς ἀπεκάλυχεν transp. fet || ἀπεκαλύψεν + δὲ WV 
(82, 1) δὲ: teo V 

(82, 2) μακαρίαν + ἐκείνηνο V 

(82, 4) τοῦ om. fgt 

(82, 11) παρόντος: παρέχοντος p O συμπαρόντος Ry 


(f. 274**, contre-garde inf. recto) ] τὸ τῶν (XVI, 40, 39) — καινότε[ρον 
(XVII, 42, 14) 

(85, 19-20) ὅταν — τέλειον om. p 

(85, 20) παρασχεθῇ : παράσχει fet 

(85, 22) τῆς: à V ΙΙ πρὸς + τὸν ο ll τοῦ πνεύματος συναφείας: συναφεία V 

(85, 23) πρὸς + τὸν p v 

(86, 1) ἐν αὐτῷ : ἑαυτῷ fgt 

XXVII, tit. (86, 6) περὶ + τὰ ο v || συναριθµήσεως : ὑπαριθμήσεως V fet 
ll κεφαλαιώδης om. μ 

(86, 7) τῆς πίστεως om. p 

(86, 11) αὐτὴ: αὕτημν 

(86, 12) ἡμῖν : ἡμῶν fet Il ἐπεισήχθη : ὑπεισήχθη R; C 

(86, 12) ei δὲ ἔχει : ὅτι δὲ εἰ ἔχει V 

(86, 15) ἰδικώτερα : εἰδικώτερα p fet 

(86, 16) ἔχειν : ἔχειν 

(86, 18) ἰδικώτερον : εἰδικώτερα p 
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(87, 1) αὐτὸ : αὐτοῦ V 

(87, 2) kai? om. v 

(87, 3) ἰδικώτερον : εἰδικώτερα p ll ἐστι : ἔτι fet ἐπὶ V 
(87, 4) ἢ : καὶ v 

(87, 6) κοίνου : ôpoiov Rz p v 

(87, T) πιστεύσαιμι : πιστεύσοιμι fet 

(87, 7) αὐτοὺς : αὐτοῖς fet 

(87, 9) δὲ om. fet 

(87, 10) ὑποδιαίρεσιν : διαίρεσιν V 

(87, 11) μὲν om. p 

(87, 13) ἑαυτῶν οἰκείας transp. fat 

(87, 14) ἐστιν ἐκείνοις transp. fet ll οὐσίας : οὐσία fet || ἀφ᾽ : ἐφ᾽ μ 
(87, 14-15) διῇρηνται : διήρηται fet 

(87, 15) ἐνάργειαν : ἐνέργειαν V fet 

(87, 17) ἄνοιαν : ἄγνοιαν ο 

(87, 18) τῶν σωμάτων om. u V v fet 

(87, 21) νεανικῷ : νεανικῶς V 

(87, 23) ñ om. u 

(87, 24) αὐτῶν om. V 

(87, 25) μὲν τοῖς transp. p v 

(87, 27) λέγετε : λέγεται fet 

(87, 28) πότερον om. H v 

(88, 1) ὑπαριθμηθήσεται : ὑπαριθμεῖται v 
(88, 2) μαρτυρεῖτε : μαρτυρεῖται fet 

(88, 3) πολυτιμῆτων : πολυτίμων R, fet 
(88, 4) καὶ πάλιν transp. fgt 

(88, 5) κἀκείνων : κἀκεῖνον O 


(f. 55) ]τὸ πνεῦμα (XVIII, 45, 24) — ἀφεθήσεται [ (XVIII, 46, 36) 

(92, 15) τὸ πνεῦμα τὸ ἅγιον transp. fgt 

(92, 17) μακαρίαν : ἁγίαν ο V Il où : ὃ o 

(92, 20) yap om. o V v {οί 

(92, 23) τὸ μοναδικὸν τῶν συστηματικῶν : τῶν μοναδικῶν καὶ συστηµα- 
τικῶν V 

XVII, 46 (93, 1) τὴν om. p v 

(93, 2) ai ἀποδείξεις : ἀπόδειξις fet 

(93, 2-4) εἶναι — θεοῦ om. fgt 

(93, 4) 6 om. v 

(93, 5) τὸ om. fet 

(93, 7-8) οἰκειότητος : ἁγιότητος V 

(93, 9) ἀρρήτου : ἀρρήτως μν 
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(93, 10) Φκειωμένον : οἰκειούμενον V Ry οἰκειωμένον v fet ll κατὰ : καὶ 
fet 

(93, 13) τῆς om. v 

(93, 14) τρανῶς : σαφῶς fet 

(93, 16) ἀποκαλύπτον : ἀποκαλύπτων p 

(93, 17) ἑαυτῷ : αὐτῷ v 

(94, 2) κεκριµένως : κεκριµένως + ὡς Rz κεκρυμμένης fat Il ἀξίοις : 
ἁγίοις R4 V 

(94, 3) αὕτη : αὐτὴ V Il φησί : φύσει fet 

(94, 5) δουλικὴ + καὶ v 

(94, 6) οἰκειακὴ : οἰκεία kai v 

(94, 7) ἑαυτοῦ : αὐτοῦ ο 

(94, 8) ἐτελείωσα + ἐν τῷ κόσμῳ fgt 

(94, 10) λαμβάνει : λήψεται (λιψ- fet) o fet || δοξάζεται + ô V 

(94, 11) ἐδόξασα : ἐγὼ ἐδόξασά σε p v ἐδόξασά σε fet 

(94, 14) καὶ βλασφημία om. fet 

(94, 15) τοῦ πνεύματος : εἰς τὸ πνεῦμα O 


Que peut-on conclure de cette analyse ? Le texte des folios de Patmos et 
d' Istanbul s'accorde régulièrement avec le texte de Ν΄, plus rarement avec 
d'autres témoins“. Il présente cependant un nombre assez élevé de fautes 
propres, qui le singularisent parmi les témoins utilisés par Johnston et 
interdisent d'y voir l'ancétre de quelque famille que ce soit, d'une part, et 
qui conduisent d'autre part à conclure qu'il ne présente pas un grand intérét 
pour l'établissement du texte basilien. Le témoin est certes ancien, mais ne 
transmet pas un bon texte. Les conclusions atteintes par D. T. Gura à propos 
du fragment de Notre-Dame vont dans le même sens (accord avec V, secon- 
dairement avec o v), méme si l'on voit que le jugement ici proposé sur la 
valeur textuelle du témoin est assez sensiblement différente. 

On peut donc conclure que la portion de texte qui nous est préservée de 
cet ancien manuscrit du traité Sur le Saint-Esprit de Basile, si réduite soit- 
elle, permet cependant de se faire une idée de la place du témoin dans la 
transmission du texte basilien, malgré l'absence d'édition critique satisfai- 
sante. Cependant, l'apport textuel du manuscrit est réduit, pour ne pas dire 
nul, et c'est plutót dans le domaine historique qu'il faut chercher son intérét 
réel. 


47 Voir en particulier 59, 3-4 ; 86, 6: 87, 15 

# 0: 81,19; 94, 10; p : 86, 15 (itacisme) ; v : 93, 10 (mais également trés proche de la 
lecon de V Ry). On ne reléve pas les lieux oü un grand nombre de manuscrits, dont V, 
s'accordent avec le texte de fgt. 
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NOTES ET HISTOIRES DES LIVRES 


En effet, les folios conservés à Patmos comportent plusieurs notes dont 
l'intérét historique est certain, bien que dans des domaines assez variés. 


Contrat d'apprentissage (1430) 


Ainsi, on trouve au f. À une assez longue note datée, copiée dans l'entre- 
colonne du manuscrit d'origine : 


T u. ô αγγελος (7) |... διαλεκτὸν (7) | .... αὐτὸν | μανουηλ προς | µκε vo» 
μαθη!τεύσω adrov | τὴν παπαδικ(ὴν) | τέχνην k(ai) αὐτὸς | νὰ ἔνι κρατη]μέ- 
νος ἵνα | δώσ«η» πρός µε | χάριν μαθή!σε(ως) (νομίσματα) ε΄ | δι᾽ οὗ ἐστι | 
τὸ παιδίον | à μανου«ἡλ»Σ τῆς | ἀποδοχῆς | ἐμοῦ <ei>g τἀἰπείνωσιν | καὶ 
ὑποτα!γὴν Ev τού«τῷΣ | ἐγένετο κ(αὶ) | τὸ παρὸν ypap(ua) | eig ἀσφάλειαν 
| μηνῖ ἰανου[αρίω α΄ | ἐν Er(eı) làn’ (νδικτιῶνος) η΄ | μάρτυ(ρες) διάκονος 
| στυλλιανὸς | (καὶ) ἐγὼ ô διδάἰσκαλος. 


La présente note, bien que fragmentaire, permet de prendre connaissance 
d'un contrat passé entre un enseignant et les parents (?) d'un certain Manouél, 
qui est confié au professeur pour l'apprentissage de la techné papadike, c'est- 
à-dire trés probablement non pas du métier de prétre, mais du chant ecclésias- 
tique}. Ce contrat est conclu au prix de 5 nomismata, le 1% janvier 1430 
(année du monde 5938, 8° indiction), devant un témoin, le diacre Stylianos%, 
en plus du maitre, qui n'est malheureusement pas nommé. Je ne connais pas 
de parallèle à un tel contrat — il doit cependant en exister?!. Il est également 
difficile d'évaluer le prix payé pour ce contrat d'apprentissage : en effet, en 


^ Voir LBG, s.v. 

50 Aucune personne de ce nom n'est répertoriée dans le PLP pour cette période. Le Manouél 
Stylianos qui a copié le manuscrit Athena, ΕΒΕ, Metochion tou Panaghiou Taphou 648 (voir 
Ph. EUANGGELATOU-NOTARA, Έλληνες γραφείς του 13” αι. Προσθήκες και διορθώσεις στο 
ευρετήριο των Vogel-Gardthausen, dans 4ίπτυχα, 3 [1982-1983], pp. 184-240, ici pp. 219-220) 
est beaucoup trop ancien pour entrer en ligne de compte. 

5! On ne trouve pas de paralléle, par exemple, dans P. SCHREINER, Texte zur spätbyzanti- 
nischen Finanz- und Wirtschaftsgeschichte in Handschriften der Biblioteca Vaticana (ST, 
344), Vatican, 1991, non plus que dans les études d’E. Euaggelatou-Notara (voir http: //simeio- 
mata-kodikon.arch.uoa.gr/index.php/site/index), ou dans les recueils de notes publiés pour 
quelques monastères athonites : S. N. KADAS, Σημειώμµατα χειρογράφων των μονών του Αγίου 
Όρους, Μονή Ξηρομοτάμου, dans Βυζαντινά, 14 (1988), pp. 307-382 ; Σημειώματα χειρογρά- 
gov των μονών του Αγίου Όρους, Μονή Ξηνοφώντος, dans Βυζαντινά, 15 (1989), pp. 431- 
466 ; Τα σημειώματα των χειρογράφων του Αγίου Όρους. Μονή Σίμωνος Πέτρας, dans Βυζα- 
ντινά, 16 (1991), pp. 263-302 ; Τὰ σημειώματα τῶν χειρογράφων τοῦ Αγίου Ὄρους. Μονὴ 
Ζωγράφου, dans Βυζαντινά, 17 (1994), pp. 141-176 ; Τὰ σημειώματα τῶν χειρογράφων τῆς 
Μονῆς Διονυσίου Αγίου Ὄρους, Hagion Oros, 1996: Τὰ σημειώματα τῶν χειρογράφων τῆς 
Ἱερᾶς Μεγίστης Μονῆς Βατοπαιδίου, Hagion Oros, 2000. 
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1430, le nomisma n'est plus en usage depuis longtemps” ; il s'agit donc de 
son équivalent contemporain en or?. L'absence de localisation de la note ne 
facilite cependant pas l'évaluation : s'agit-il d'une monnaie byzantine (en 
unité de compte, puisque la monnaie d'or n'est alors plus frappée), ou d'une 
monnaie d'une autre provenance, par exemple du ducat vénitien ? En outre, 
on ne sait à quelle durée d'apprentissage correspond la somme versée (1 mois, 
1 an ?). Les listes de salaires dressées par Cécile Morrison et Jean-Claude 
Cheynet montrent la trés grande variabilité des salaires, en particulier en fonc- 
tion des lieux, et la rareté des sources pour le 15° siécle ; en outre, aucune 
mention n'y est faite du salaire d'un maítre**, Cependant, les indications des 
coüts médicaux supportés par Badoer à Constantinople en 1436-1438 donnent 
un point de comparaison interessant”, qui laisse supposer que si la somme 
prévue par le contrat est annuelle, comme cela parait logique, le maitre ne 
devait pas avoir un seul éléve, ni cette seule source de revenus. 

Le verso du folio ne comporte qu'un dessin de bateau, un beau trois-máts, 
dont le tracé témoigne d'une réelle habileté graphique. 


Le didaskalos Basilios 


Une bréve note de possession et de lecture, par le didaskalos Basilios, 
portée au f. 274, et qu'on peut dater probablement du 16* siécle, ne permet 
malheureusement pas d'éclairer davantage l'histoire du manuscrit, faute de 
paralléle ; la main n'est pas identique à celle du didaskalos qui copie le 
contrat du f. A: 


ετοῦτο εἶναι τοῦ | διδασκάλου | κ κ κῦρ βασιλήου | ἐτεληόθη το | παρὸν 
βιβλήον εἰς | τῆς ἴκοστεραις 


Cette note est partiellement répétée, toujours dans l'entrecolonne, mais de 
bas en haut, au f. 274" ; elle recouvre une note plus ancienne, dont seul le 
début est déchiffrable sur la photographie : 


TT εις τό ὤνομαν tov κ(υριο)υ aav... (?) 


52 Voir la synthése de C. MORRISSON, Byzantine Money: Its Production and Circulation, 
dans A. E. Latou (éd.), The Economic History of Byzantium, from the Seventh through the 
Fifteenth Century, Ill, Washington D.C., 2002, pp. 909-966. 

55 Pour le sens de nomisma et ses différentes interprétations, voir par exemple T. BERTELE — 
C. MORRISSON, Numismatique byzantine, suivie de deux études inédites sur les monnaies des 
Paléologues, Wetteren, 1978, p. 37. 

34 C. MORRISSON - J.-C. CHEYNET, Prices and Wages in the Byzantine World, dans A. E. LAIOU 
(éd.), The Economic History of Byzantium, from the Seventh through the Fifteenth Century, II, 
Washington D.C., 2002, pp. 815-878, voir en particulier les tableaux des pp. 858-869. 

55 Ibidem, p. 867 ; ainsi, trois consultations médicales lui coütent entre 6 et 7,5 hyperpéres, 
1 mois d'infirmiére 1 hyperpere. 
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Léontios, métropolite d'Imbros (1514-1515 2) 


Au f. 274", on trouve encore une autre note, datée de 1514-1515 ; elle est 
malheureusement écrite à pleine page, par-dessus le texte ancien, et est 
relativement effacée dans sa partie haute, ce qui rend la lecture incertaine, 
voire impossible, pour le début : 


... θυσια[στήριον] ayiov θει[ον ... Ἱε]ροῦργησθεν, ἁγιασθεν ὑπο της Beas 
χαριτος τοῦ παναγίου πν(εύματο)ς παρ εἰμου τοῦ ταπεινοῦ μ(ητ)ροπολύτου 
λεονἰτιου ἴμβου: εἰς ὄνομα τῶν ἁγίων | πᾶντων ἐπὶ τοῖς χρονοις τοῦ 
παναγιωτατου καὶ οἱκουμενικοῦ π(ατ)ρἱἄρίχου κυροῦ παχωμίου τῶ ζκγ΄ | 
ματθέος T λουκᾶς T μαρκὸς | imavvns 


Il s'agit de la copie du texte écrit par un certain Léontios, métropolite 
d'Imbros, sur l'antiménsion lors de la dédicace d'une église « de tous les 
saints ». L'antiménsion, tissu qui comporte toujours les portraits des quatre 
évangélistes, fonctionne comme un substitut et un complément de l'autel, et 
est signé par l'évéque qui inaugure l'église. Le nom de Léontios n'est pas 
attesté dans la liste épiscopale de la métropole d'Imbros telle qu'elle figure 
chez Fedalto, il est vrai assez pauvre et lacunaire*%, Il figure en revanche 
dans un acte athonite de 1541, mentionné par M. Kara dans son histoire 
d'Imbros?' ; cependant, les dates que ce dernier reconstitue pour l'épiscopat 
de Léontios (1541-1567), qu'il fait courir jusqu'au prochain métropolite 
attesté, Ióakeim |" (1567-1595), paraissent difficilement conciliables avec 
la date de notre document (1514-1515), puisqu'il faudrait supposer que 
Léontios serait alors resté pendant plus de cinquante ans sur le siége d'Imbros. 
En outre, les deux mains, celle de la signature dans l'acte athonite et celle 
de la note de Patmos, ne paraissent pas identiques à premiere vue — mais il 
est vrai, d'une part, que l'échantillon d'écriture est trés limité et, d'autre 
part, que vingt-cinq ans séparent les deux notes. Aussi peut-on peut-être 
attribuer à cet écart temporel certaines différences de graphie, par exemple 
pour le rhö, dont la haste inférieure est enroulée à droite dans la note 
patmiote, mais à gauche dans la signature athonite, ou encore la ligature 


56 G. FEDALTO, Hierarchia ecclesiastica orientalis. Series episcoporum ecclesiarum chris- 
tianarum orientalium, I-III, Padova, 1988, 2006, ici I, p. 443 (43.20.3) et III, p. 166. Voir 
également B. COULE, Imbros, dans DHGE 25, 1995, coll. 895-899. Pour la période antérieure : 
C. ASDRACHA, Inscriptions protobyzantines et byzantines de la Thrace orientale et de l’île 
d'Imbros (u1<-Xxv° siècles). Présentation et commentaire historique, Athena, 2003. 

37 M. Kara, Ἡ νῆσος Ἴμβρος: συμβολὴ eis τὴν ἐκκλησιαστικὴν ἱστορίαν της (Ανάλεκτα 
Βλατάδων, 48), Thessalonike, 1987, p. 161, n? 7, sous les dates 1541-1567. Pour la publication 
de l'acte, voir note suivante. 

Apxeio τῆς T. M. Σταυρονικήτα, ἐπιτομὲς ἐγγράφων, 1533-1800 (Ἀθωνικὰ σύμμεικτα, 8), 
Athena, 2001, pp. 36-45 ; la signature du métropolite figure sur la planche 4, colonne de gauche, 
4* en partant du bas. 
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epsilon-omicron de la signature (λεόντιος). qui n'apparait pas dans la note, 
ou la ligature mu-beta, relativement différente dans les deux cas (avec la 
boucle supérieure du beta en combiné de téléphone, dans la note de Patmos, 
mais avec la boucle inférieure du méme béta, dans la signature de l'acte 
athonite). A moins qu'il ne faille supposer, plus simplement, que la note a 
été portée sur le manuscrit par une autre main que celle de Léontios, soit 
qu'elle ait servi de modele à l'inscription sur l'antiménsion, soit qu'elle en 
soit une copie. On peut donc simplement dire que Léontios fut métropolite 
d'Imbros au moins entre 1514-1515 (ou plutót 1513, comme on le verra plus 
bas), date fournie par notre document, et 1541, date du document athonite, ce 
qui fait déjà une période d'activité relativement longue, mais pour laquelle 
aucun autre métropolite d'Imbros n'est connu. On notera en outre qu'un 
autre évéque, Idakeim, est attesté à partir de 1567 : soit il est entré en fonction 
entre 1541 et 1567, succédant à Léontios, soit un autre métropolite a occupé 
le siège entre Léontios et Ióakeim. 

Quelle est l'église ou le monastére de tous les saints auquel appartenait 
l'antiménsion et, peut-étre, le livre ? Il ne m'a pas été possible de le déter- 
miner. Je n'ai pas trouvé trace, à Imbros, d'un édifice sous ce vocable, et il 
est difficile de deviner oü, en Méditerranée orientale, l'inscription a pu étre 
portée, s'il s'agit d'un autre lieu qu'Imbros ; il n'y a en tout cas, au vu de 
l'histoire ultérieure du manuscrit, aucune raison de chercher cette église à 
Patmos, méme si ce vocable y est attesté, comme en bien d'autres lieux. 

Il demeure en outre un léger probléme chronologique dans la datation de la 
note, dans la mesure oü le second patriarcat de Pachóme I*' se termine avant le 
milieu de l'année 1513, alors que la note de Léontios le mentionne comme étant 
encore en activité en 1514-1515% ; il faut donc supposer soit que l'évéque 
d'Imbros a mis plus d'un an à connaitre la nouvelle du décés patriarcal, ce qui 
paraît peu probable étant donné la faible distance qui sépare l’île de Constanti- 
nople et l'appartenance des deux lieux au méme espace politique ottoman, soit 
que l'année du monde de la note d'antimension est erronée et doit étre remon- 
tee à 1513. Il n'en demeure pas moins que cette note nous permet de préciser 
la période d'activité de Léontios, métropolite d'Imbros, actif au moins entre 
1513 et 1541, et contribue ainsi à préciser la liste épiscopale de la métropole 
entre Dórothéos, attesté vers 1458-1459, et Ioakeim, attesté à partir de 1567. 


3% Voir G. FEDALTO, Hierarchia, I [voir n. 56], p. 10 ; G. D. METALLENOS, Παχώμιος, dans 
Θρησκευστικὴ καὶ Ἠθικὴ Ἐγκυκλοπαιδεία, 10 (1966), col. 242 ; pour le patriarcat suivant, 
celui de Théolepte I", voir Th. A. GRITSOPOULOS, Θεολήπτος ὁ Α΄, dans Θρησκευστικὴ καὶ 
Ἠθικὴ Ἐγκυκλοπαιδεία, 6 (1965), coll. 250-251 ; GERMAIN DE SARDE, Συμβολὴ εἰς τοὺς 
Πατριαρχικοὺς Καταλόγους Κωνσταντινουπόλεως ἀπὸ τῆς ἁλώσεως καὶ ἑξῆς, dans Ὀθροδοξία, 
9 (1934), pp. 30-37, ici pp. 35-37 ; et surtout l'étude non remplacée d'A. PAPADOPOULOS- 
KERAMEUS, Περὶ τοῦ οἰκουμενικοῦ πατριαρχοῦ Θεολήπτου Α΄, dans 4ελτίον τῆς ἱστορικῆς καὶ 
ἐθνολογικῆς ἑταιρίας τῆς Ἑλλάδος, 3 (1889-1891), pp. 486-493. 
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Deux autres notes figurent encore sur la contre-garde inférieure ; elles 
sont de déchiffrement malaisé, mais les quelques mots qui ont pu £tre lus 
ne paraissent pas présenter un grand inter&t‘”. 


Note d'achat datée de 1500 


Sur le f. 2741, une note malheureusement assez soigneusement effacée 
aurait pu fournir des informations supplémentaires sur l'histoire du manu- 
scrit. Elle indique que le volume, un nomikon (il s'agit donc bien du volume 
complet, non des seules gardes) a été acquis pour 100 aspres aupres d'un 
protekdikos ; la date est trés malaisée à déchiffrer : sans doute le dimanche 
17 octobre 7009, indiction 4. La transcription suivante est pour l'essentiel 
due à Zisis Melissakis, avec quelques précisions ou différences d'interpré- 
tation de ma part : 

Τετους ζθ΄ µηνι okzo..? 17 ηµερα κυριακη ινδικτιῶνος δ΄ || ἐγορασα ¿yo 
ιεροµονα ...... ἐτοῦτο τὸ βιβλί(ον) Il... το νοµικον ἀπὸ ιερέ(αν) ερ...π... 
πρωτέκδικον δια || ἄσπρα p' ἤγουν ἄσπρα ἑκατόν :- 


Or en 1500, s’il s'agit bien d'une 4° indiction, le 17 octobre ne tombe pas 
un dimanche, mais un samedi. Il y a donc soit un probléme de lecture (fau- 
drait-il lire pour la date ın’, ce qui n'est pas impossible ?), soit une erreur 
dans la date de la note, phénoméne fréquent. En outre, comme les noms ont 
été soigneusement effacés, seules les fonctions (hiéromoine, protekdikos) 
restent lisibles et ne permettent donc pas une identification du contexte dans 
lequel la note a été portée. 


Apport des notes à l'histoire du manuscrit de Patmos et des folios basiliens 


L'ensemble de ces notes ne permet pas de retracer dans le détail l'histoire 
du manuscrit de Patmos ou des gardes anciennes qui proviennent du manu- 
scrit de Basile, mais offre quelques lumiéres, cependant, sur plusieurs étapes 
du parcours des manuscrits oü ces gardes ont été insérées. De la plus 
ancienne note du manuscrit de Patmos (f. A), datée du 1*' janvier 1430 et 
donc potentiellement contemporaine de la copie du corps du volume, on ne 
peut affirmer avec une absolue certitude qu'elle a été portée sur le folio en 
majuscule alors qu'il avait déjà été réutilisé comme garde du Syntagma 
canonum. Il est cependant probable qu'une telle note a été portée sur un 
folio de garde, non au milieu du manuscrit ancien de Basile ; donc soit le 
folio avait déjà été réutilisé comme garde dans un autre manuscrit, avant 
d'étre intégré dans le manuscrit de Patmos, soit, plus probablement, la note 


60 On reléve entre autre un « prétre Zacharie ». 
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a été portée trés peu de temps aprés la copie du corps du livre et nous four- 
nit un ferminus ante quem pour sa réalisation. En outre, dans ce cas, c'est 
dans le contexte de la copie et de la première reliure du manuscrit aujourd'hui 
à Patmos que les folios en majuscule auraient été réutilisés comme garde : 
si l'on parvenait à préciser ce contexte de production des années 1420, il serait 
alors possible d'éclairer les circonstances dans lesquelles le manuscrit de 
Basile a été réutilisé comme gardes pour les trois volumes ici étudiés (Patmos, 
Istanbul et le volume qui contenait à l'origine les folios de Notre Dame). 

La mention du didaskalos Basile ne permet pas de préciser davantage l’his- 
toire du livre. Au contraire, la note du métropolite Léontios d'Imbros (f. 274") 
suggére qu'au début du 16* siécle (1514-1515, ou plutót un peu avant), le 
manuscrit se trouvait, probablement dans son état actuel, à Imbros ou du 
moins dans une église ou un monastere que le métropolite avait inauguré. Le 
livre fut ensuite donné, dans la seconde moitié du 16* siécle, au monastére de 
Saint-Jean-le-Théologien à Patmos, aprés avoir regu une nouvelle reliure, 
probablement en Créte. La note d'achat effacée du f. 274 doit étre placée 
avant cet épisode (1500), sans qu'on puisse étre plus précis et sans qu'elle 
éclaire davantage, en son état actuel de déchiffrement, l'histoire du volume. 

Malheureusement, il est impossible de dire si le manuscrit aujourd'hui à 
Istanbul a suivi le méme chemin ; la seule mention de la date de 1516, 
portée d'une main fruste au bas du f. 164", est un indice trop ténu pour le 
rapprocher, sur cette seule base, du f. 274" de Patmos et de la note datée de 
1514-1515 qui y figure — et ce, d'autant plus que la note de Patmos est donnée 
en année du monde, tandis que c'est l'ére chrétienne qui est utilisée dans la 
note du folio stambouliote — méme si la coincidence est frappante. Il n'est 
cependant pas impossible que ces dates donnent une indication sur un moment 
oú ces livres ont été utilisés et lus ou ont circulé de maniére concomitante. 

Ensuite, on ne peut supposer que la reliure actuelle du manuscrit d'Istan- 
bul est contemporaine de l'insertion des gardes basiliennes ; en effet, dans 
ce cas, les folios latins qu'il contient également, et dont l'écriture est à situer 
au 2* quart du 15* siécle, auraient été réutilisés comme garde presque aussi- 
tót aprés la copie du livre latin dont ils proviennent. Si les gardes basiliennes 
ont bien été insérées lors des reliures des années 1420, ces gardes latines 
n'appartiennent pas au méme contexte de reliure et ont été ajoutées plus tard, 
lors d'une nouvelle reliure du manuscrit d'Istanbul. Cette reliure nouvelle 
est probablement antérieure au dernier quart du 16* siécle, date à laquelle le 
Trin. 11 parait figurer dans la bibliothéque de la Sainte-Trinité de Chalki. 
C'est sans doute à peu prés à la méme période que le manuscrit de Patmos 
recu sa reliure actuelle, probablement en Créte. Donc aussi bien le Trin. 11 
que le Patmos 393 ont fait l'objet d'une nouvelle reliure au 16* siécle ; méme 
si la couvrure du manuscrit d'Istanbul n'est plus conservée aujourd'hui et 
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ne permet donc pas la comparaison avec le volume de Patmos, la différence 
dans les gardes employées (remploi de gardes latines de parchemin, pour le 
ms. d'Istanbul ; absence de gardes nouvelles, pour le ms. de Patmos) laisse 
penser que les chemins des deux livres s'étaient déjà séparés au moment oü 
ils recurent leur reliure au 16* siécle, en un lieu indéterminé pour le Trin. 11, 
sans doute en Créte pour le Patmos 393°. 


CONCLUSION 


Les 7 folios, conservés en tout ou partie, qui figurent comme gardes dans 
les manuscrits de Patmos et d'Istanbul, ou détachés dans les fragments de 
Notre Dame, proviennent donc d'un méme manuscrit en majuscules du 
9° siècle, qui contenait au moins le traité Sur le Saint-Esprit de Basile de 
Césarée. Ces folios ont été réutilisés comme gardes lors de la reliure de 
plusieurs manuscrits, dont ceux de Patmos et d'Istanbul, probablement dans 
les années 1420, dans un milieu qu'il n'est malheureusement pas possible 
de préciser. En effet, il semble bien que les gardes du manuscrit de Patmos 
y aient été insérées lors de sa premiére reliure, aussitót aprés sa copie, que 
l'écriture et le filigrane conduisent à situer dans la 1 moitié du 15° siècle, 
et que la note portée au f. A suggére méme de placer avant 1430. Les folios 
de Notre Dame proviennent trés probablement d'un autre manuscrit relié 
dans le méme contexte. Ensuite, les chemins des différents livres paraissent 
avoir divergé au plus tard dans la 1 moitié du 165 siècle : le manuscrit de 
Patmos a alors appartenu soit à Léontios, métropolite d'Imbros, au milieu 
des années 1510, soit à une institution placée sous le vocable « de tous les 
saints » qu'il aurait inaugurée, avant d’être donné dans la 2"* moitié du 
16* siécle au monastére Saint-Jean-le-Théologien de Patmos. En 1500, il 
avait été acheté par un protekdikos, non identifié. C'est probablement entre 
ces deux dates qu'il a recu sa reliure actuelle, qui a peut-étre été réalisée en 
Créte, sans ajout de nouvelles gardes. Au contraire, le manuscrit d’Istanbul 
a recu, dans le courant du 16* siécle, une nouvelle reliure, lors de laquelle 
lui furent ajoutées des gardes qui provenaient d'un manuscrit latin. Il est 
ensuite entré dans la bibliothéque du monastére de la Sainte-Trinité de 
Chalki, probablement avant 1572. Il n'est cependant pas impossible que le 
manuscrit d'Istanbul se soit encore trouvé avec le manuscrit de Patmos entre 
les mains du métropolite d'Imbros au début du 16° siecle. 

L'histoire plus ancienne du manuscrit de Basile nous reste malheureuse- 
ment tout à fait obscure. Les circonstances de son démembrement ont di 


9! Voir supra, p. 63-65. 
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étre tristement banales — un manuscrit copié dans une écriture qui n'était 
plus lue, et qui était peut-étre endommagé, mutilé, n'est plus d'un grand 
usage — et il ne faut pas chercher dans l'auteur ou le sujet du texte une rai- 
son particuliére à sa réutilisation : un examen méme cursif des gardes 
anciennes de manuscrits montre bien la diversité des textes et des écritures 
dans les supports de remploi — tout comme dans les couches inférieures des 
palimpsestes, d'ailleurs. Entre sa copie au 9* siécle et son démembrement 
puis sa réutilisation comme gardes sans doute dans les années 1420, son 
histoire et sa postérité nous restent inconnues. Peut-étre une édition critique 
du traité basilien permettra-t-elle d'éclairer indirectement cette zone d'ombre, 
si l'on parvient à découvrir des apographes de ce manuscrit aujourd'hui si 
fragmentaire. Il ne semble pas, cependant, au vu des échantillons de colla- 
tion qui ont été fournis ci-dessus, que ces fragments soient d'un grand secours 
pour l'établissement du texte de Basile. L'intérét de ces folios — outre leur 
ancienneté et le témoignage qu'ils transmettent ainsi, de méme que leur 
valeur patrimoniale — parait davantage résider dans les maigres informations 
qu'ils nous offrent sur l'histoire des livres qui les préservent aujourd'hui. 
On ne peut qu'espérer voir remonter à la lumiére d'autres parties de cet 
ancien volume, qui permettraient d'éclairer davantage les vicissitudes de ces 
livres. 


Matthieu CASSIN 
IRHT (UPR 841, CNRS), Paris 


matthieu.cassin@irht.cnrs.fr 


SUMMARY 


In the present article seven fragmentary folios from the same manuscript of Basil 
of Caesarea’s treatise On the Holy Spirit have been identified, joined together and 
described (Istanbul, Πατριαρχηκὴ βιβλιοθήκη, Μονῆς τῆς Αγίας Τριάδος 11; Patmos, 
Movn τοῦ Ἁγίου Ἰωάννου τοῦ Θεολόγου, 393; Notre Dame, University of Notre 
Dame, Hesburgh Library, Frag. I. 63). Their contribution to the establishment of 
Basil's text is limited, though their testimony on the history of the text is not without 
interest. However, it is in the field of the history of manuscripts and men that they 
provide new elements: in addition to a contract for learning liturgical song dated to 
the year 1430, they also contain a note that clarifies the period of activity of Leontios, 
metropolitan of Imbros, active at least between 1513 and 1541. The combination of 
the different pieces of information reveals that the Basilian manuscript was probably 
dismembered in the first third of the 15th century and then used as guards for 
various bindings; however, the manuscripts were rebound, probably in the first half 
of the 16th century, at least the Patmos and Istanbul books. 
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Pl. 2: Patmos, Movn τοῦ Ἁγίου Ἰωάννου τοῦ Θεολόγου, 393, f. A 
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Pl. 3: Patmos, Movn τοῦ Ἁγίου Ἰωάννου τοῦ Θεολόγου, 393, f. AY 
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Pl. 4: Patmos, Movn τοῦ Ἁγίου Ἰωάννου τοῦ Θεολόγου, 393, f. 5 
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Pl. 5: Patmos, Μονὴ τοῦ Ἁγίου Ἰωάννου τοῦ Θεολόγου, 393, f. 5" 
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Pl. 6: Patmos, Movn τοῦ Ἁγίου Ἰωάννου τοῦ Θεολόγου, 393, f. 274 
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Pl. 7 : Patmos, Μονὴ τοῦ Ἁγίου Ἰωάννου τοῦ Θεολόγου, 393, f. 274" 
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Pl. 8: Patmos, Movi τοῦ Ἁγίου Ἰωάννου τοῦ Θεολόγου, 393, contre-plat inférieur 


REMARKS ON THE ECONOMIC AND FUNERARY USES OF 
IMITATIONS OF EARLY BYZANTINE COINS 


When in need to distinguish between original coins and copies, or between 
good-faith coinage and counterfeits, one can choose from among many 
words. Numismatists, however, prefer “imitation” because it has the most 
neutral connotations. “Forgery” has already been given a special meaning, 
as it is now reserved for modern reproductions of ancient coins meant to 
deceive collectors. “Copy” also implies an almost mechanical, thoughtless 
reproduction. As Peter van Alfen notes, “a great deal more thought went 
into many imitations than mere copying."! The difference between a bad- 
faith counterfeit and a good-faith monetary instrument does not derive from 
the legalities of a coinage's circulation, but rather from the legitimacy of its 
production. In studies of non-original coins, a key distinction is that between 
official and non-official status, that is whether the coins were the product of 
a recognized authority or of a private individual. The distinction is important 
because it allows the definition of an official coinage: its production was 
legally instigated and supervised by a political authority. In other words, 
the dies were engraved and controlled by appointed workers, and the polit- 
ical authority supervising their activity determined the metallic content of 
the coins. It is against that background that dishonesty with monetary instru- 
ments may be defined as counterfeiting, a phenomenon further related to the 
problem of deceit in transactions, which in turn is derived from two sepa- 
rate, yet related functions of money—medium of exchange and storage of 
value—both of which are based on the conventionalization of value. In other 
words, when a coin changes hands by means of an exchange, it becomes 
ipso facto a store of wealth until the next change of hands.? If the hands 
involved in the next exchange are those of foreigners or even enemies, then 


! P. G. v. ALFEN, Problems in ancient imitative and counterfeit coinage, in Z. H. ARCHIBALD — 
J. K. DAVES — V. GABRIELSEN (eds), Making, Moving, and Managing. The New World of Ancient 
Economies, 323-31 B.C., Oxford, 2005, pp. 322-354, here 345 with n. 5. See H. W. HORSNÆS, 
Networking in northeastern Barbaricum: a study of gold imitations of Roman coins, in 
L. BJERG — J. H. LND - S. M. SINDBAK (eds), From Goths to Varangians: Communication 
and Cultural Exchange Between the Baltic and the Black Sea, Aarhus, 2013, pp. 87-130, here 
88: "imitation" is a "neutral term designating a coin-shaped object carrying motifs deriving 
from the Roman coin prototypes, and produced by the ordinary hammer-and-anvil method 
employed for coin production in the Graeco-Roman world." 

? ALFEN, Problems [see n. 1], pp. 325-326. 
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the political authority may be inclined to produce deceitful coinage. Imitative 
or debased coinage could be used for payments to those whom the political 
authority regards as worthy of being deceived—the enemy. However, even 
in that case one cannot speak of counterfeiting, since the coinage in question 
is still “official.” Nor can counterfeiting be distinguished from good-faith 
coinage on the basis of production techniques. Both “imitations” and “coun- 
terfeits" may be produced out of debased alloys or by means of plating, even 
though, being defined as private, counterfeiting tends, by default, to favor 
plating. 

Such problems of interpretation concern also imitations of coins struck in 
the Byzantine Empire during the 6" and the 7' century, but found in great 
numbers outside the imperial territory of that time. On the basis of over 
90 specimens known so far (see Appendix and Fig. 1), an attempt is made 
in this paper to elucidate the role of those artifacts in the societies in which 
they were produced and used. Following a brief theoretical discussion, I will 
examine the evidence from Transcaucasia and Eastern Europe, Central 
Europe, and the Carpathian Basin. The latter is the region with some of the 
most important finds of imitations and recent studies have reassessed the 
significance of this body of data for the relations between the Avars and the 
Empire. Comparatively less attention has been paid to the meaning of those 
artifacts. Were they coins? Did they represent money? What obligations 
were discharged by means of payments with such artifacts? In the last 
section, I will attempt to provide plausible answers to those questions, and 
at the same time draw attention to the importance of the mortuary context 
of their discovery. 


PROBLEMS OF A SUBSTANTIVIST APPROACH TO COUNTERFEITS 


The ambiguity involved in separating imitations from counterfeits is a 
smaller, mirror image of the uncertainty regarding money, which results 
from the never-ending debate between formalists and substantivists. The 
former emphasize economic rationality in order to argue that the economic 
behavior in pre-capitalist societies is directly comparable to the material 
of modern economics. Substantivists claim that such concepts as supply, 
demand, and profit apply to formal economics and have nothing to do 
with pre-capitalist societies in which social conditions prevailed over what 
would by modern standards be rational decisions. Pre-modern societies, 
the argument goes, were ruled by social motivations and obligations, not 
by economic self-interest. Moses Finley went as far as to regard coinage 
as strictly non-fiduciary, since, according to him, there was no coherent 
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Fig. 1. The distribution of 6"- to 8"-century imitations of (early) Byzantine coins 
in Europe. Stars indicate burial finds. Numbers refer to the Appendix. 


monetary policy in the ancient states.? Early coinages featured as the third 
type of exchange (after reciprocity and redistribution) in the hierarchy 
developed by Karl Polanyi and George Dalton, but substantivists do not 
believe that the value of money derives from convention.* Although used 
as specialized instruments of exchange, coins served for payment before 
serving for (market) exchanges. The association between payment and 
(coined) money dates back to a time when the obligations discharged by 
payment were not connected to economic transactions. Once money as a 
means of exchange is established in society, however, the practice of payment 
spreads far and wide. Payment now appears as the counter-part of some 
material advantage gained in the transaction. Coined money is now means 


3 M. I. FINLEY, The Ancient Economy, Berkeley, 1973, p. 166: “Money was coin and nothing 
else." 

* K. POLANYI, Primitive, Archaic and Modern Economies, New York, 1968, p. 196: “The 
phrase about the *veil of money' as used by the classics was a remnant of Humean solecism 
in regard to the allegedly conventional value of money... Actually, the value of money does 
not derive from convention and is not therefore illusory." 
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of payment because it is means of exchange. With that, according to 
Polanyi, the notion of an independent origin of payment is forgotten, and 
so are the practices in which it sprang not from economic transactions, but 
directly from religious, social or political obligations.? Counterfeiting, 
therefore, is not a way to cheat the system, but a threat to the political 
authority controlling that system. According to Moses Finley, that is the 
very reason for the existence in the Roman Empire of ferocious penalties 
for counterfeiting or plating coins, both of which were "linked with trea- 
son, not with paltry market offences.” ὁ 

At a quick glimpse, Finley's interpretation is supported by the Roman 
legislation. According to the Pandects, *persons who on one hand shave 
down gold coins or on the other wash [with gilt] or cast [other coins], if they 
are freemen should be thrown to the beasts, if slaves, sentenced to the 
extreme penalty.” This is, in fact, an adaptation of Sulla's lex Cornelia de 
falsis issued in 81 B.C.: “... someone who adds base metal to gold or who 
casts counterfeit silver coins is liable for the crime of forgery... The same 
statute expressly lays down that no person should with malicious intent seek 
to buy or sell coins made of tin or lead.”” As Philip Grierson has noted, the 
reason for the severe punishment for altering gold or silver coins was that 
those were essentially Caesaris moneta However, it was not until the 
Constantinian period that the minting of false coins became an offense fall- 
ing under the category of crimen maiestatis imminutae.? It is important to 
note that under Justinian, in the 6" century, the law concerned both the 
alteration of the already existing coins, and their counterfeiting. There is no 
law pertaining to imitations, such as those produced in southern India after 
second-century Roman coins or coins of the Constantinian period. Closer to 
the imperial borders, imitations of Constantinian and Tetrarchic types con- 
centrate in and around the Hungarian Plain, while gold imitations of aurei 
struck for emperors between Nero and Gordian III are known from graves 
in eastern Georgia, Armenia, and Azerbaijan. Those were artifacts made for 


5 K. ΡΟΙΑΝΥΙ, The semantics of money-uses, in M. MCLUHAN, Verbi-voco-visual Explo- 
rations, New York - Frankfurt, 1967, pp. 19-29, here 23-24 (the article was first published 
in 1957 in volume 7 of the magazine Explorations edited by Marshall McLuhan and Edmund 
Carpenter). 

6 FINLEY, The Ancient Economy [see n. 3], p. 167. 

7 Digest of Justinian 48.10.8-9, English version from A. WATSON (transl.), The Digest of 
Justinian, vol. 2, Philadelphia, 1998. 

$ Ph. GRIERSON, The Roman law of counterfeiting, in R. A. G. CARSON — C. H. V. SUTHERLAND 
(eds), Essays in Roman Coinage Presented to Harold Mattingly, Oxford, 1956, pp. 240-261. 

? C. KING, Roman copies, in C. E. KING — D. G. WIGG (eds), Coin Finds and Coin Use 
in the Roman World. The Thirteenth Oxford Symposium on Coinage and Monetary History, 
25.-27.3.1993. A NATO Advanced Research Workshop, Berlin, 1996, pp. 237-263, here 245. 
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members of the barbarian elites, who sported them as jewelry.!? Whether or 
not those were coins is therefore a matter of dispute, but I think it is impor- 
tant to point out that most numismatists studying this phenomenon call them 
“imitations,” even though they were different from the prototypes in terms 
of metallic purity and adherence to the designated weight standard.!! Given 
that most, if not all of those pieces of gold were pierced or looped, they must 
have been produced as medallions or pendants, and never functioned as 
coins. They cannot therefore be called counterfeits, because they do not 
appear to have been ever used for making payments or as means of exchange. 
Moreover, since many of them appear to have been struck on original 
Roman dies, they cannot be called barbarian imitations, even though they 
were produced for barbarians. 


IMITATIONS IN TRANSCAUCASIA AND EASTERN EUROPE 


Most gold imitations of early Roman coins found in Transcaucasia have 
been struck on thinner blanks. Most of them are lighter than the prototypes, 
but not pierced. They are typically found in graves. One-sided gold- or silver 
foil imitations (bracteates) of later coins struck for late 6"- or 7"-century 
emperors have sometimes been deposited by the head, either in pair or sin- 
gly, sometimes in combination with authentic Roman solidi.'? All one-sided 
foil imitations reproduce the obverse of the prototype, i.e., the side of the 
coin with the portrait of the emperor. However, several imitations of coins 
minted for seventh-century emperors found in Transcaucasia are doubly 
pierced. Eleven specimens have been found near the skull of a skeleton in 
a catacomb excavated in Kislovodsk (Stavropol region, Russia) and may 
have been sewn onto a head-dress.!* The same is true for seven pieces, 
all doubly pierced, found in grave 2 of the Moshchevaia balka cemetery 
near Kurdzhinovo (Karachaevo-Cherkesiia). Six of those seven pieces were 


10 HORSNES, Networking [see n. 1], pp. 91, 102, and 122 with n. 4. The production of coin 
imitations in the European barbaricum was considerable. 

11 ALFEN, Problems [see n. 1], p. 336 suggests the phrase “perfunctory, barbarous imita- 
tion" for this type of coin. 

12 Gold-foil imitations: E. V. RTVELADZE — A. P. RUNICH, Nakhodki indikacii vizantiiskikh 
monet vblizi Kislovodska, in VV, 32 (1971), pp. 219-221, here 220-221; A. GANDILA, Marginal 
money: coins, frontiers, and barbarians in early Byzantium (6"-7" centuries), Ph. D. diss., 
University of Florida, Gainesville, 2013, p. 502. Silver foil imitations: RTVELADZE — RUNICH, 
Nakhodki, pp. 220-221 and fig. 1.3, 4; GÁNDILA, Marginal money, p. 502. Over 70 percent of 
all one-sided foil imitations from Transcaucasia are made of gold, with only 17 percent made of 
silver, some of them gilded (S. V. GUSEV, Severo-vostochnoi Kavkaz v epokhu srednevekov ia: 
monety rasskazyvaiut, Moscow, 1995, p. 20). 

13 RTVELADZE — RUNICH, Nakhodki, pp. 219-220; GANDILA, Marginal money, p. 508 with n. 58. 
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imitations—four bracteates made of thin gold-alloy foil , and two double- 
sided imitations, all imitating solidi struck for Leo III and his son, Constantine 
(717-741). This appears to have been the grave of a young girl and the 
pieces were attached to a textile diadem found on the skull, as well as to 
girl's braids.!* Three out of five imitations of solidi struck for Heraclius and 
Constans Η found in the cemetery excavated in Verkhnii Chiryurt in Dagestan 
have welded lugs, while the other two are pierced.! Much like the earlier 
imitations of Roman solidi found in Eastern and East Central Europe, those 
pieces were not meant to be coins, but dress accessories, even though it is 
quite clear that the portrait of the emperor was reproduced on most bracte- 
ates. Even when there are no signs of piercing and no suspension loops, the 
archaeological context suggests a non-monetary use of the piece. For exam- 
ple, a gold foil imitation of a solidus struck for Heraclius and Heraclius 
Constantine between 613 and 641 was found on the remains of one of the 
two skeletons in the burial chamber 117 in Mokraia balka, by its western 
wall, together with glass, carneol, and amber beads. This is different from 
the situation in the burial chamber 124 of that same cemetery, where a cop- 
per-alloy imitation of a follis struck for Maurice in Constantinople between 
582 and 602 was found on the right shoulder of the female skeleton by the 
northwestern wall of the chamber. Since there were no beads in that archae- 
ological context, and no other pendants, the imitation was clearly not meant 
to be a dress accessory. Was it then a coin? 

Before answering that question, it is worth taking a brief look at yet 
another burial assemblage from Mokraia balka. A copper-alloy imitation of 
a miliarensis struck for Phocas between 602 and 610 was found in burial 
chamber 74, not with either of the two skeletons, but in the dromos. There 
were no other associated artifacts in the dromos. The fragmentary piece was 
pierced, an indication that it had once been used as dress accessory. That it 
was deposited in the dromos raises, however, a number of different possi- 
bilities. All of them involve the symbolism of the imitated coin, which may 
have turned the imitation into a funerary offering of sorts. This may also be 
true for the bracteate imitating a solidus struck for Constans II between 654 
and 667, which was found on one side of the skull in burial chamber 42 of 
the Dzhaga cemetery, near Uchkeken (Karachaevo-Cherkesiia). The piece 
was not pierced. On the other side of the skull was a solidus struck for 
Constantine IV. The symbolic equivalence between coin and imitation is 


'4 A. A. IERUSALIMSKAIA, Moshchevaia balka. Neobychnyi arkheologicheskii pamiatnik na 
Severokavkazskom Shelkovom Puti, St. Petersburg, 2012, p. 73. 

15 Gusev, Severo-vostochnoi Kavkaz [see n. 12], pp. 12-14 and 20. Those are the only 
imitations in Transcaucasia to have been struck on a die. 

16 RTVELADZE — RUNICH, Nakhodki, pp. 220-221. For the coin identification, see GANDILA, 
Marginal money, p. 502. 
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obvious: whatever the meaning of the former, it must be the same for the 
latter. That meaning may have also been attached to imitations found alone 
in burial assemblages, as in another burial chamber from Dzhaga (26) or in 
a burial chamber of the cemetery excavated nearby, in Eshkakon.'” 

There are almost no analogies for the symbolic deposition of imitations 
in burials in the whole of Eastern Europe. The only exception is a double 
burial in the large cemetery excavated, ever since the 1920s , in Nevolino, 
at the foot of the southern Ural Mountains, some 1,150 miles to the east- 
north-east from the cemeteries in Transcaucasia. Located on the eastern 
side of the cemetery, grave 212/213 contained two female skeletons, each 
placed in a coffin in supine position. The body on the southern side of the 
grave was that of a teenager (16 to 18 years old) buried together with a belt 
decorated with multiple mounts, pendants, and pseudo-buckles. In the other 
coffin only a few remains have been found from the skeleton of a woman 
who died between 20 and 35 years of age. In the thoracic area, of which 
almost nothing survived, were two coins. One is a drachm struck for Khos- 
row I in 573, the other an imitation of some drachm struck for the same 
king between 531 and 579.!* Neither piece is pierced, while the position of 
both pieces in relation to the body is strikingly similar to the situation in 
burial chamber 42 in Dzhaga. The only difference is that in Nevolino, the 
coins were placed on the body (chest), and not near the skull. Another silver 
imitation of a drachm struck for King Peroz between 438 and 457 has been 
found in grave 177 of that same cemetery in Nevolino. However, the skel- 
eton in that case had almost completely disintegrated, and nothing is known 
about the exact position of the piece in relation to the surviving fragments 
of the skull.'? 

No imitations of early Byzantine coins are known from the region of the 
Ural Mountains. An imitation of a solidus struck for Heraclius was found, 
together with two other coins—a solidus struck for Heraclius between 610 
and 613, and a light-weight solidus struck for Justinian—in a cremation 
burial in Kelegeia, a few miles to the south from the city of Kherson, at the 
mouth of the river Dnieper. However, the imitation had a suspension loop, 
much like 4 other solidi struck for Heraclius and Constans II. This suggests 


17 RTVELADZE — RUNICH, Nakhodki, p. 221; E. V. RTVELADZE — A. P. RUNICH, Novye nakhodki 
vizantiiskikh monet i indikacii v okrestnostiakh Kislovodska, VV, 37 (1976), pp. 151-155, here 
153. This may also be true for one-sided, gold-foil imitations from Kamunta near Vladikavkaz 
(North-Ossetia-Alania, Russia), for which see GANDILA, Marginal money, p. 507. For more 
imitations found in Grib, Ganovskaia balka, and Khasaut, see IERUSALIMSKAIA, Moshchevaia 
balka [see n. 14], p. 299. 

18 R, D. GOLDINA - N. V. VODOLAGO, Mogil'niki Nevolinskoi kul'tury v Priural’e, Irkutsk, 
1990, p. 60. 

19 GOLDINA — VODOLAGO, Mogil niki [see n. 18], p. 57. 
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that it belonged to a necklace, perhaps together with two amethyst pendants, 
and several carnelian and amber beads. Ὁ A necklace made entirely out of 
72 pierced imitations of light-weight solidi struck for Constans II is known 
from an old stray find from Dnipropetrovs'k, on the Lower Dnieper.?! 
Bronze imitations of solidi struck for Leo III between 725 and 732 have 
been found at Chamnu Burun, not far from the Mangup stronghold in the 
Crimea. However, they were in a hoard, not burial assemblage. Nothing 
suggests a ritual deposition, and the imitations have been interpreted as 
coinage struck in response to the lack of cash on the internal market in 
Cherson.” There are no imitations of 6*- to 7-century coins in the Crimea. 


CENTRAL EUROPE 


A political rather than economic explanation has been offered for imita- 
tions found in hoards, such as Zrmanja, near Knin (Croatia) and Aldrans, 
near Innsbruck (Austria). Those were coins used for payments or for gifts, 
but not for market exchanges. Imitations were "officially" struck in northern 
Italy until the late seventh century, and their prototypes were tremisses (to 
a lesser degree, solidi) of the emperors Justinian, Justin II, Tiberius II, and 
Maurice. Many of those coins are known from burial assemblages. Of all 
21 imitative tremisses found in the cemetery excavated in the late nineteenth 
and early twentieth century in Cividale-Cella San Giovanni, one is an imi- 
tation of a tremissis struck for Justin II, all the others being imitations of 
tremisses struck for Justinian.” Some of the imitations found in Cividale 
were die-linked on both sides, but all of them have welded lugs, which 
suggests that they had been deposited in graves as dress accessories. The 
same is true for two imitations of solidi struck for Justin II and, Tiberius II, 
respectively, which were found in two graves of the cemetery excavated in 
Castel Trosino, as well as for the imitation of a tremissis struck for Justinian 


20 A. I. AIBABIN, Kelegeiskoe pogrebenie voennogo vozhdia, in Problemi na prabálgars- 
kata istoriia i kultura, 2 (1991), pp. 28-35; O. M. PRYKHODNIUK — V. M. KHARDAEV, Ein 
Edelmetallfund des 6.-7. Jahrhunderts aus Kelegej, Ukraine, in Eurasia Antiqua, 7 (2001), 
pp. 585-613. For the imitation, see A. I. SEMENOV, Vizantiiskie monety Kelegeiskogo kompleksa, 
in Arkheologicheskii sbornik Gosudarstvennogo Ermitazha, 31 (1991), pp. 121-130, here 128 
and 122 fig. 1.3. 

?! V, K. GOLENKO, Imitacii solida VII v. iz Podneprov’ia, in VV, 11 (1956), pp. 292-295. 

22 A. G. GERCEN — V. A. SIDORENKO, Chamnuburunskii klad monet-imitacii. K datirovke 
zapadnogo uchastka oboronitel'nykh sooruzhenii Mangupa, in Antichnaia drevnost' i srednie 
veka, 24 (1988), pp. 120-135. 

3 Ῥ SOMOGYI, Byzantinische Fundmünzen der Awarenzeit in ihrem europäischen Umfeld 
(Dissertationes Pannonicae, IV/2), Budapest, 2014, pp. 114 and 171-176. 

2 Sowoavi, Byzantinische Fundmünzen [see n. 23], p. 104. 
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in grave 17 of the Nocera Umbra cemetery (central Italy).2 There is no 
analogy in Italy for the symbolic deposition of coins such as documented in 
Dzhaga and Nevolino. However, imitations of tremisses without piercings 
or welded lugs appear in graves outside Italy, particularly in Bavaria.? Four 
imitations of solidi struck for Justinian and Justin II, as well as of tremisses 
struck for Justinian are known from a male grave accidentally found in the 
1920s in Munningen, near Nórdlingen. All four coins have been found next 
to the hip, where they may have been deposited in a purse, together with 
other four coins." Whether the purse may be interpreted symbolically in 
the same way as the imitations in Dzhaga and Nevolino is not clear, but the 
mixture of coins and imitations again suggests that the latter were treated 
very much like the former, namely as coins. Nothing is known about the 
exact position in relation to the body of the imitation of a tremissis struck 
for Justinian, which was found in a grave in Aschheim, near Munich.”® 
However, the gold-plated copper-silver alloy imitation of an imitation of a 
tremissis struck in the name of Maurice was found next to the skull of the 
male skeleton in grave 52 in Volders, near Innsbruck, in Tyrol.?? Farther to 
the west, in the Upper Rhine region, an imitation of a tremissis struck for 
Justin I or Justin II was found in Weinheim inside a ceramic pot deposited 
in a 7*-century female grave.?? At Landau, near Karlsruhe, another imitation 
of a tremissis struck for Justinian was found on the chest of the male buried 
in grave 29?! The perfect analogy for that is the plated imitation of a solidus 
struck for Justinian, which has been deposited on the chest of the male buried 
in grave 6 of the cemetery in Beckum, near Paderborn.*? In another male 
grave of the cemetery excavated in Eichloch, near Alzey, the imitation of a 
tremissis struck for Justinian was found inside the skull.?? At Klepsau, in the 
Upper Rhine region, a gold-plated imitation of a an Ostrogothic imitation of 


25 SOMOGYI, Byzantinische Fundmünzen [see n. 23], p. 105. Outside Italy, an imitation of 
a tremissis struck for Justin II has been found in the early 20' century in a grave from Kranj 
(Ö. GonL, Barbár aranypénzeink. Bizánci aranyak barbár utánzatai, in Numizmatikai Közlöny, 
10 (1911), pp. 52-70, here 63). However, nothing is known either about the piece (pierced or 
with welded lug) or about its position in relation to the skeleton. 

26 SOMOGYI, Byzantinische Fundmünzen [see n. 23], p. 104 with note 667, and 138. 

27 J. CAHN, Ein Goldmünzenfund des frühen 7. Jahrhunderts aus dem Grabfeld von Munningen, 
in Germania 30 (1930), no. 3, pp. 161-165; J. WERNER, Münzdatierte austrasische Grabfunde, 
Berlin - Leipzig, 1935, pp. 57 and 89 (an Italian, a Visigothic, and two Frankish imitations). 

35 Sowoavi, Byzantinische Fundmünzen [see n. 23], p. 104 with n. 667. 

2 SomoGY1, Byzantinische Fundmünzen [see n. 23], pp. 117-118. 

30 WERNER, Münzdatierte austrasische Grabfunde [see n. 27], pp. 57 and 95 (Gallo- 
Frankish imitation). 

31 WERNER, Münzdatierte austrasische Grabfunde [see n. 27], pp. 55 and 93, who believed 
the imitation to be of Visigothic production, before 573. 

32 WERNER, Münzdatierte austrasische Grabfunde [see n. 27], p. 99. 

33 WERNER, Münzdatierte austrasische Grabfunde [see n. 27], pp. 94. 
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a tremissis struck for Justinian was also found with a male skeleton in grave 
9, next to the left elbow.?^ All four cases (or five, if one adds Volders) 
strongly suggest a symbolic deposition of the imitation, very similar to that 
documented in Dzhaga and Nevolino. However, all four examples from 
Germany are of male, not female burials. To be sure, imitations occasionally 
appear in female graves as well. However, in Kobern-Gondorf, the piece 
— a plated imitation of a solidus struck for Justinian — was pierced, most 
likely to be attached to the necklace.? 


ΤΗΕ CARPATHIAN BASIN 


A map of all finds of 6"- to 8"-century imitations known from Europe, 
on which there is a special emphasis on those imitations that have been 
found in graves and are neither pierced, nor looped, reveals a sharp contrast 
between the few cases of symbolic deposition of imitations in male graves 
from Germany and the cluster of finds in the Carpathian Basin (Fig. 1; see 
also the Appendix). To be sure, there are several examples of non-symbolic 
uses of imitations as well. In one of the graves discovered in 1973 to the 
north from the Late Roman fort, on the Féneki Street in Keszthely (western 
Hungary), archaeologists found a necklace made up of 15 gold-foil imitations 
of coins struck for Constans I and Constantius II, all pierced.** In grave 8 
discovered inside the Late Roman fort in Keszthely, a brooch was found, 
with a rock crystal in the middle. The back of the brooch is made of a 
gold-foil token stamped with the reverse of a solidus struck for Emperor 
Anastasius.*” There are 22 documented burials in the Carpathian Basin, each 
with a symbolic deposition of coins. Out of 23 coins found in those burial 
assemblages, seven are imitations.?? Some are not unlike those in the necklace 
from grave 2 in Keszthely: inside the jaw of the skeleton in grave 41 in 


** U. Koch, Das fränkische Gräberfeld von Klepsau im Hohenlohekreis, Stuttgart, 1990, 
p. 43. 

35 WERNER, Münzdatierte austrasische Grabfunde [see n. 27], p. 103. 

56 R. MÜLLER, Das Familiengräberfeld Keszthely, Feneki-Straße, in R. MÜLLER (ed), Ger- 
manen am Plattensee. Ausstellung des Balatoni Muzeums Keszthely im Museum für Früh- 
geschichte des Landes Niederösterreich, Schloss Traismauer, vom 6. April bis 1. November 2002, 
Traismauer, 2002, pp. 33-35, here 33 and 35; O. HEINRICH-TAMÁSKA — R. MÜLLER, Keszthely, 
Fenekpuszta, Komitat Zala, in M. SCHMAUDER — M. HEGEWISCH (eds), Die Langobarden. Das 
Ende der Völkerwanderung. Katalog zur Ausstellung im Rheinischen Landesmuseum Bonn, 
22.8.2008-11.1.2009, Bonn — Darmstadt, 2008, pp. 291-307, here 305 Kat. 108.5. 

37 L. BÄRKOCZI, A 6th century cemetery from Keszthely-Fenekpuszta, in Acta Archaeologica 
Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae, 20 (1968), pp. 275-311, here 280-281 and pls. LVIIL3 
and LXIX.10; P. Sowoavi, Byzantinische Fundmünzen der Awarenzeit, Innsbruck, 1997, 
pp. 49-50; Sowoavi, Byzantinische Fundmünzen [see n. 23], p. 142. 

38 SomoGY1, Byzantinische Fundmünzen [see n. 23], pp. 148-149. 
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Biatorbágy, a western suburb of Budapest, there was a one-sided, gold-foil 
imitation of a follis struck in Siscia for Licinius between 308 and 324. This 
imitation, however, has no piercing, and its position in relation to the skeleton 
clearly indicates that it had not been used as a dress accessory. A similar 
find spot for the imitation is recorded for grave 1 in Szegvár-Sápoldal, in 
southeastern Hungary. The imitation of a solidus struck for Emperor Maurice 
between 584 and 602 was found on the teeth of the male skeleton buried 
with a horse and remains from another.” On the skull, arranged in a row, 
were also three gold-foil belt mounts of the same kind as the 111 specimens 
that were found on the head and body of the horse and most likely adorned 
the harness.* The location of both imitation and belt mounts in relation to 
the head of the human must therefore be interpreted symbolically. 

Two silver imitations of miliarensia struck for Constans II and Constan- 
tine IV, respectively, were on the left ilium of a male skeleton found in grave 53 
in Kiskórós Pohibuj-Mackó dúló, in central Hungary.^' The accompanying 
remains of textile fabric suggest that the imitations have been deposited on 
top of the clothes or of the shroud, unless the remains in question are of a 
bag deposited over the pelvic area. One side of one of the two imitations is 
die-linked with a silver imitation of miliarensia struck for Constans II and 
found in a grave in the environs of Szeged, about 50 miles to the southeast.” 
Unfortunately, nothing else is known about that grave, so it remains unclear 
what the position of the imitation was in relation to the body. However, an 
imitation of miliarensia struck for Constans II between 648 and 652 has also 
been found in a female burial in Szegvár-Sápoldal, the same cemetery in 
which the male burial with a horse skeleton is located. ^ The obverse of the 
imitation from the female burial is in turn die-linked with one side of an 
imitation from an unknown location in Hungary. ^ Those multiple die-links 
strongly suggest a local production of those imitations somewhere in central 
or southeastern Hungary, and their movement from one site of production 
to another site of deposition. I shall return to the possible explanation for 


39 1. BONA, A szegvár-sápoldali lovassir. Adatok a korai avar temetkezési szokásokhoz, in 
Archaeologiai Értesitó, 106 (1979), pp. 3-32, here 3-10 and 7 fig. 2.2; SOMOGYI, Byzantinische 
Fundmiinzen der Awarenzeit [see n. 37], pp. 84-85. 

40 Bona, A szegvár-sápoldali lovassir [see n. 39], pp. 7 fig. 2.1 and 12 fig. 4.1-2; É. GARAM, 
Die münzdatierten Gräber der Awarenzeit, in F. DAIM (ed), Awarenforschungen, Vienna, 1992, 
pp. 135-250, here 139-140. 

^! G. TÖRÖK, The Kiskőrös Pohibuj-Mackó dűlő cemetery, in I. KOVRIG (ed), Avar Finds 
in the Hungarian National Museum, Budapest, 1975, pp. 284-311, here 295; 290 fig. 5/53.14, 
14; Sovoavi, Byzantinische Fundmiinzen der Awarenzeit [see n. 37], pp. 50-53. 

2 Sowoavi, Byzantinische Fundmünzen der Awarenzeit [see n. 37], pp. 79-80. 

4 SomoGY1, Byzantinische Fundmünzen der Awarenzeit [see n. 37], p. 85. 

4 Somocyı, Byzantinische Fundmünzen der Awarenzeit [see n. 37], pp. 85-86 and 125 
with n. 10. 
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this phenomenon. For the moment, I would like to lay emphasis upon the 
fact that, unlike contemporary burial assemblages in Germany, the symbolic 
deposition of imitations is documented in Hungary not only for male, but 
also for female graves.* Moreover, after the mid-seventh century, coins and 
imitations were symbolically deposited on the chest or in the pelvic area, 
and not so much in the region of the skull.* This, again, is true for both 
male and female burials. For example, a one-sided, gold-foil imitation of a 
solidus struck for Phocas between 603 and 610 was discovered in a grave 
pit with tunnel-shaped shaft from the Klárafalva cemetery in southeastern 
Hungary. The imitation is said to have been found on the pelvis of the asso- 
ciated female skeleton." Nothing indicates the presence of a purse possibly 
deposited on the body. This, in other words, is an archaeological context 
different from that of grave 5 in Bakonytamási. In that grave, the one-sided, 
gold-foil imitation of the reverse of an imitation of a solidus struck for 
Maurice between 682 and 602 or for Phocas between 603 and 609 was right 
next to the left hand of the male skeleton, together with other artifacts— 
most likely the contents of a purse. The archaeological context of the 
Klárafalva grave is rather comparable with that in grave 264 of the Jászapati 
cemetery in north-central Hungary. In that grave, a gold-plated, copper-alloy 
imitation of one or several tremisses struck for Heraclius between 637 and 
641 was discovered on the pelvic area of the male skeleton.* 

Conversely, there are a few examples in Hungary of pierced imitations 
found with male, not female skeletons. This is the case of the imitation of a 
light-weight (20-carat) solidus struck for Heraclius and Heraclius Constan- 
tine between 616 and 625, which was found with a male skeleton in 
a grave pit with tunnel-shaped shaft in Szegvár-Oromdúló, not far the 
other cemetery excavated in that same city at a place known as Sápoldal.?? 
The fragments of a gold-plated copper-alloy imitation of a solidus struck for 
Constantine IV was found on the chest of the female skeleton in grave 82 
of the Szeged-Fehértó cemetery?! Next to it was a blank, gold-foil token. 


45 An imitation of a light-weight (20-carat) solidus struck for Heraclius and Heraclius 
Constantine between 616 and 625 is known from a female grave discovered in Mezóberény 
(Sowoavi, Byzantinische Fundmünzen der Awarenzeit [see n. 37], p. 63). However, nothing 
is known about the position of the imitation in relation to the body. 

46 ΦΟΜΟΩΥΙ, Byzantinische Fundmünzen [see n. 23], p. 149. 

47 SomoGY1, Byzantinische Fundmünzen der Awarenzeit [see n. 37], pp. 54-55. 

48 SomoGY1, Byzantinische Fundmünzen der Awarenzeit [see n. 37], pp. 23-24. 

4% Sowoocvi, Byzantinische Fundmünzen der Awarenzeit [see n. 37], pp. 47-48. 

50 SomoGY1, Byzantinische Fundmünzen der Awarenzeit [see n. 37], p. 83. The plated 
imitations of solidi struck for Tiberius II, which have been found in child graves in Székszárd 
and Tác, are also pierced (SoMoGYI, Byzantinische Fundmünzen der Awarenzeit [see n. 37], 
pp. 89-90; SomoGY1, Byzantinische Fundmünzen [see n. 23], pp. 201-202 and 201 fig. 47). 

5! Sowocvi, Byzantinische Fundmünzen der Awarenzeit [see n. 37], pp. 80-81. 
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Such tokens are known from many other burial assemblages. For example, 
one such token has been found next to the skull of the male skeleton in 
grave 10 from Dunapentele.?? This was the grave of a man buried alongside 
his horse, much like another man buried next to a horse in Iváncsa, on the 
right bank of the Danube, south of Budapest. On the left side of the latter 
man's head was another blank, gold-foil token. The situation in both male 
burials is remarkably similar to that of grave 1 in Szegvár-Sápoldal. How- 
ever, on the basis of the associated weapons, stirrups, and belt mounts, the 
male graves in Dunapentele and Iváncsa are to be dated later, namely during 
the middle third, or even the second half of the seventh century. When pub- 
lishing the Iváncsa assemblage 45 years ago, István Bóna noted in fact that 
the earliest blank gold- or silver-foil tokens appear in burials of the so-called 
Tótipuszta-Igar horizon, which he dated to the last third of the seventh cen- 
tury. A few years later, Eva Garam also noted that there were many more 
assemblages with blank tokens than with coins.?? In all 16 cases known to 
her — all rich burials of the Middle Avar age — the tokens had been found 
next to the skull. By 1990, the number of cases rose to 27, but some of them 
could clearly be dated to the Early Avar age as well, so before the middle 
of the seventh century? About 50 graves with blank tokens are known 
today, but the phenomenon of blank token deposition is as intriguing as it 
was to Bóna in the early 1970s. A blank silver token found in the filling of 
a 9'M- century grave in Keszthely suggests that that phenomenon may have 
continued well into the post-Avar era.*” Moreover, the same phenomenon is 
now sporadically attested outside the Carpathian Basin as well, albeit only 
at an earlier (late sixth-century) date.°® Inside the Carpathian Basin, some of 
the silver-foil tokens are doubly pierced, but most of them are not.? Accord- 
ing to István Bóna, the gold- or silver-foil tokens came into use when the 
supply of Byzantine gold coins dried out. In other words, the tokens were 


32 A. MAROSI -- N. FETTICH, Dunapentelei avar sirleletek (Archaeologia Hungarica, 18), 
Budapest, 1936, pp. 15-16 and pl. IV.6. 

33 I. BONA, Avar lovassir Iváncsáról, in Archaeologiai Értesitó, 97 (1970), pp. 243-263, 
here 244, 247 fig. 5.2, and 252 fig. 8.2. 

54 BÓNA, Avar lovassír [see n. 53]. For the Tótipuszta-Igar horizon and its chronology, see 
now P. PROHÁSZKA, Die awarischen Oberschichtgräber von Ozora-Tötipuszta (Kom. Tolna, H), 
in F. DAIMA — J. DRAUSCHKE (eds), Byzanz — das Rómerreich im Mittelalter. Teil 3. Peripherie 
und Nachbarschaft [Monographien, 84], Mainz, 2010, pp. 188-276. 

55 É, GARAM, A közép avarkor sírobulussal keltezhetó leletköre, in Archaeologiai Értesitó, 
105 (1978), pp. 206-210. 

36 E, H. Τότη — A. HORVATH, Kunbábony. Das Grab eines Awarenkhagans, Kécskemét, 
1992, pp. 86-87 and 217. 

5 R. MULLER, Die Gráberfelder vor der Südmauer der Befestigung von Keszthely-Fenek- 
puszta (Castellum Pannonicum Pelsonense, 1), Budapest — Leipzig, 2010, p. 124. 

38 Koch, Das fränkische Gräberfeld [see n. 34], pp. 205 and 235. 

5 TórH — HORVÁTH, Kunbábony [see n. 56], p. 85, with examples of doubly pierced tokens. 
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meant to replace the Byzantine coins, which had until then been deposited 
in Avar-age graves. However, this explanation does not account for the 
fact that in assemblages such as grave 82 in Szeged-Fehértó tokens appear 
together with imitations and may therefore have a similar meaning. Imita- 
tions, on the other hand, also appear together with coins, an indication that 
they came into use before the supply of Byzantine gold dried up. Moreover, 
there are now cases of tokens that could be dated before Byzantine gold 
coins stopped entering Avaria. There is, therefore, no one-to-one correlation 
between tokens and the supply of Byzantine gold. By contrast, there seems 
to be a very strong correlation between tokens and imitations. 

István Bóna has classified imitations found in Avar-age burials on the 
basis of the diminishing quantity of Byzantine gold coins before and after 
626—the year of the failed siege of Constantinople by the Persians and their 
allies, the Avars. He then arranged the classes obtained by such means in a 
chronological order. According to him, first came gold imitations of good 
quality, the prototypes of which were the solidi in the last tribute payments 
that the Byzantines made to the Avars before 626. Following that, gold 
imitations appeared, the prototypes of which were gold coins of Heraclius, 
and after that, silver imitations of coins struck for Constans II and, finally, 
of coins struck for Constantine IV. Péter Somogyi has instead advanced a 
classification based on the quality of the imitations. Imitations such as that 
from grave 1 in Szegvár-Sápoldal belong to his first group, in which he 
included specimens that resemble very closely their prototypes, from which 
they could be distinguished only by means of design details and crammed leg- 
ends. The silver imitations of coins struck for Constans II and Constantine IV, 
such as from grave 3 in Szegvár-Sápoldal or from grave 53 in Kiskórós 
Pohibuj-Mackó dülö belong to another group, which is characterized by an 
almost caricature-like rendering of the prototypes, the substitution of legends 
with decorative elements, the introduction of motifs otherwise not attested on 
the prototypes, and the reversed, “mirror” image of the original iconography. 
A third group consists of plated imitations, such as those from Jászapati and 
Szeged-Fehértó. Finally, the imitation from Klárafalva illustrates a fourth 
group, in that it consists of a gold-foil token stamped with an imitation of a 
solidus of Phocas.°' It is, in other words, an imitation of an imitation. 

Péter Somogyi believed that the imitations of the first group were made 
inside the Empire. They are, in any case, found on the territory included in 
the seventh century inside the imperial borders. However, not all imitations 


60 1. Bona, “Barbarische” Nachahmungen von byzantinischen Goldmünzen im Awarenreich, 
in Rivista italiana di numismatica e scienze affini, 95 (1993), pp. 529-538. 
9! SomoGY1, Byzantinische Fundmünzen [see n. 23], p. 149. 
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found inside that territory are faithful reproductions of the prototype. For 
example, the imitation found in grave 21 in Durrés (Albania) is sufficiently 
crude to make it impossible to decide whether the prototype is a tremissis 
struck for Maurice or one struck for Phocas.° Be as it may, those were truly 
imitations in the sense defined at the beginning of this paper, in that deceit 
was not the motive for their manufacturing. In most known cases, the 
imitations are made of metal of basically the same purity as the prototype, 
and their weights are consistently good. This is true even for the bronze 
imitations in the Chamnu Burun hoard, which were probably struck in Cher- 
son to replace official bronze coins, in other words for market exchanges. 
Four out of the five gold imitations in the Zrmanja hoard found near Knin, 
in Croatia may also belong to Somogyi's first group. Probably struck in one 
of the cities on the Dalmatian coast, they were nonetheless not intended for 
monetary circulation, but for payment of tribute or gifts to the neighboring 
barbarians.% This is further substantiated by the presence within that same 
collection of an imitation that Somogyi believes to be of Avar origin, since 
its prototype is a light-weight solidus.“ The imitations of light-weight solidi 
struck for Heraclius and Heraclius Constantine between 616 and 625, and 
found in Harkány, Mezóberény, and grave 855 in Szegvár-Oromdúló belong 
to the same group. Related to that group is the one-sided, gold-foil imitation 
from grave 30 in Klárafalva, which is die-linked to the imitation of a solidus 
struck for Phocas found din Ampass near Innsbruck.9 Similarly, the reverse 
of the imitation from Nagybajom was struck with the same die as that produc- 
ing Italian imitations of tremisses struck for Constantine IV in Ravenna.‘ The 
imitation from Zelemér was also produced in Italy, as suggested by its com- 
bination of a tremissis struck for Heraclius between 610 and 613 on the obverse 
with a tremissis struck for Phocas between 602 and 610 on the reverse.” 
The imitation from Tát may also be of Italian origin. All three coins are 
different from Somogyi's first group in terms of the degree of imitation. The 
legends are not only mangled, but also turned into incomprehensible series 
of supposedly decorative signs, the iconography is simplified and reduced 
to schematic features—everything points to a lack of understanding of the 
exact meaning of the legends. 


9? E, TARTARI, Njé varrezé e mesjetés sé hershme né Durrés, in Iliria, 14 (1984), no. 1, 
pp. 227-250, here 240. 

63 SomoGY1, Byzantinische Fundmünzen [see n. 23], pp. 181-182. 

64 Sowoavi, Byzantinische Fundmünzen [see n. 23], p. 177. 

65 SomoGY1, Byzantinische Fundmünzen [see n. 23], pp. 116-117. 

66 Sowoavr, Byzantinische Fundmünzen [see n. 23], p. 123; W. R. O. HAHN, Moneta Imperii 
Byzantini. Von Heraclius bis Leo III./Alleinregierung (610-720), Vienna, 1981, pp. 132-133 and 
154-155. 

67 SomoGY1, Byzantinische Fundmünzen [see n. 23], pp. 96 and 124. 
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The silver imitations of coins struck for Constans II and Constantine IV 
are different from those of groups 1 and 2 in terms of their almost carica- 
ture-like copying of the prototype. For example, the imitation of miliarensia 
struck for Constantine IV from an unknown location in Hungary has no true 
legend to speak of, while the portrait of the emperor has been broken into a 
few main lines along the nose and around the eyes. As Péter Somogyi put 
it, one is led to believe that the authors of those imitations operated on the 
basis of memory, and not with the actual prototypes in front of their eyes.9* 
The last group, and as a consequence the last “stage” of imitation is repre- 
sented by plated specimens. On the plated imitation of a tremissis struck for 
Phocas in Ravenna between 602 and 607, a few lines delineate the imperial 
bust to the right, while the image of Victoria on the reverse is barely recog- 
nizable. This coin has been found in Gyarváros, on the eastern outskirts of 
the city of Pécs, in southern Hungary,” but similar imitations are known 
from Pázmándfalu, as well as Petronell-Carnunutum, Grosspriel and Andrid— 
the latter two outside the territory believed to have been directly controlled 
by the Avars.’® 

Somogyi's groups of imitations are strikingly similar to Volker Hilberg's 
three stages of the imitation in 6"-century Eastern Prussia of bow fibulae 
brought from Western Europe."! Just as, in the case of the Mülhofen fibulae, 
the third-stage imitations seem to retain only the essential elements of the 
form (rectangular headplate and oval footplate), with little, if any concern 
with the details of the decoration, Somogyi's fourth group of imitations is 
characterized by a complete disregard for legends in favor of the obverse 
type—the bust(s) of the emperor(s). The principles of imitation remind one 
of the imperial portraits in profile that appear on Late Avar buckles, belt 
mounts, and strap ends, and have recently been interpreted as imitations 


68 Somocyl, Byzantinische Fundmünzen [see n. 23], p. 126. 

© Somocyl, Byzantinische Fundmünzen der Awarenzeit [see n. 37], p. 72. 

7 P, SOMOGYI, Byzantinische Fundmünzen der Awarenzeit. Eine Bestandaufnahme, 1998- 
2007, in Acta Archaeologica Carpathica, 42-43 (2007-2008), pp. 231-298, here 277-279; 
SOMOGYI, Byzantinische Fundmünzen [see n. 23], pp. 193-194 and 244; A. N. HAGO — 
P. Sowoavi, Ein gefütterter Imitativsolidus des Iustinianus II (687-692) von Andrid (Érendréd J; 
Rumänien, in Acta Archaeologica Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae, 64 (2013), pp. 321- 
334, here 321 and 324. For another, similar imitation from central Bohemia, see J. MILITKÝ, 
Finds of the early Byzantine coins of the 6th and the 7th century in the territory of the Czech 
Republic, in M. WOLOSZYN (ed), Byzantine Coins in Central Europe Between the 5th and 10th 
Century. Proceedings from the Conference Organized by the Polish Academy of Arts and 
Sciences and the Institute of Archaeology of the University of Rzeszów under the Patronage 
of Union Académique International (Programme No. 57 Moravia Magna), Kraków, 23-26 IV 
2007, Cracow, 2009, pp. 357-393, here 360 and 376. 

7! V. HILBERG, Masurische Bügelfibeln. Studien zu den Fernbeziehungen der völkerwande- 
rungszeitlichen Brandgräberfelder von Daumen und Kellaren (Schriften des Archäologischen 
Landesmuseums, 9), Neumünster, 2009, pp. 264 and 265 fig. 7.36. 
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of triumphal scenes on Late Roman medallions.?? Exactly what was the 
meaning attributed to such scenes in the Avar milieu remains a matter of 
speculation, but that the portrait of the emperor was the ultimate reason for 
the imitation is beyond any doubt. Similarly, but in a culturally different 
environment, the prototype for all imitations found in the cemetery exca- 
vated in Moshchevaia balka in Transcaucasia is the obverse, i.e., the side of 
the coin with the portrait of the emperor. The excavator of that cemetery 
interpreted those imitations as amulets, presumably because every one of 
them was pierced.? Among plated imitations from the Carpathian Basin, 
only a few are perforated.’* Plated or not, all non-perforated imitations found 
in burial assemblages in that region of Europe have been interpreted as 
“obols of the dead.” More often than not, the phrase hides the inability 
to explain the symbolic meaning of the deposition of coins in burials.” The 
main reason for that inability is the ambiguity of the object being deposited: 
is it money, as implied by the phrase “obol of the dead"? If so, why is it 
placed in specific positions—next to the skull or in the pelvic area? How is 
money in the grave to be interpreted—as a gift or as a payment, presumably 
to the deceased? Even if one treats as amuletic devices of some sort the 
coins deposited next to the skull or on the pelvis, one still needs to explain 


7 G. FANCSALSZKY, Állat- és emberábrázolás a késő avar kori öntött bronz övvereteken 
(Opitz Archaeologica, 1), Budapest, 2007, pp. 104-106; F. DAIM — J. CHAMEROY — S. GREIFF — 
S. PATSCHER — P. STADLER — B. TOBIAS, Kaiser, Vögel, Rankenwerk — byzantinischer Gürtel- 
dekor des 8. Jahrhunderts und ein Neufund aus Südungarn, in F. DAIM — J. DRAUSCHKE (eds), 
Byzanz — das Römerreich im Mittelalter. Teil 3. Peripherie und Nachbarschaft (Monographien, 
84), Mainz, 2010, pp. 277-330. 

73 TERUSALIMSKAIA, Moshchevaia balka [see n. 14], pp. 298-299. 
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der Awarenzeit [see n. 37], p. 46); Székszárd (Sowocvi, Byzantinische Fundmünzen [see n. 23], 
pp. 201-202); Tác (SomoGY1, Byzantinische Fundmünzen der Awarenzeit [see n. 37], pp. 89-90). 

75 M. KOZUB, Idea obola zmarłego we wczesnym średniowieczu na podstawie znalezisk z 
terenu Kaganatu Awarskiego, in Histarychna-arkhealagichny Zbornik, 11 (1997), p. 162-167. For 
an excellent survey of research, see SOMOGYI, Byzantinische Fundmiinzen [see n. 23], pp. 139-154. 
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see D. KRASKOVSKÁ, Die Funktion der Münzen in altmagyarischen Gräbern in der Slowakei, 
in Slovenská Archeológia, 34 (1986), no. 2, pp. 357-363; Z. KURNATOWSKA — S. KURNATOWSKI, 
"Obol zmarlych" w wielkopolskich zwyczajach pogrzebowych, in B. PASZKIEWICZ (ed), Moneta 
Mediaevalis. Studia numizmatyczne i historyczne ofiarowane Profesorowi Stanistawowi 
Suchodolskiemu w 65. rocznice urodzin, Warsaw, 2002, pp. 129-136; L. KovÁcs, Érmék nem 
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B. MARETHOVÁ, Příspěvek k poznaní raně středověkých pohřebišť (zvyk vkládání mincí do 
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Rome, Constantinople and Newly-Converted Europe. Archaeological and Historical Evidence, 
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why were coins chosen for the job in the first place. Moreover, if they were 
a form of gift, their social value must have depended upon other kinds of 
payments, some of which, at least, must have been in coin, not in kind. 
In short, the deposition of coins in burials cannot be explained without ref- 
erence to money. If so, what then is the meaning of the imitations deposited 
as "obols of the dead"? 

That the Avars had access to, and knowledge of coined money cannot 
be doubted. They were paid no less than 100,000 solidi yearly by 585, 
and that amount doubled only 40 years later." The Avars are known to 
have purchased goods from the market in Constantinople, and to have set 
a price for the ransom of their prisoners. In other words, everything speaks 
for Avars participating in the monetary economy of the empire. This may 
well be the reason for which the imperial government used light-weight, 
20-carat solidi for the payment of the stipends to the Avars. Byzantine 
"cheating" on the Avars may also explain the presence in Early Avar-age 
assemblages of imitations of Somogyi’s group 1—good-quality gold imi- 
tations of imperial solidus issues.’® That those may have been acquired as 
money through the payment of stipends may in turn explain why an imi- 
tation of a solidus struck for Maurice between 584 and 602 was deposited 
on the teeth of the male skeleton in grave 1 of the Szegvár-Sápoldal cem- 
etery. The imitation was treated as a true coin, whether or not those who 
buried the man in question were actually aware that it was not a "true" coin. 
A similar explanation may be advanced for imitations of Italian issues, 
many of which may have been produced in Italy. Those imitations may 
have reached the Avars as money, either as a part of the payment of sti- 
pends or, more likely, as the result of exchanges with the Lombards in Italy. 
However, given that all known specimens (Nagybajom, Zelemér, and Tát) 
are stray finds, not much can be said about their use as “obols of the dead.””? 
The largest number of imitations deposited as “obols of the dead” are silver 
imitations either of solidi or of miliarensia struck for Constans II and Con- 
stantine IV. Somogyi has demonstrated that all those coins were made on 
the basis of a *vague memory of, instead of closely following, the original 


17 W, PoHL, Die Awaren. Ein Steppenvolk im Mitteleuropa 567-822 n. Chr., Munich, 20023, 
p. 505. 

7$ P. SoMoGYI, New remarks on the flow of Byzantine coins in Avaria and Walachia during 
the second half of the seventh century, in F. CURTA (ed), The Other Europe in the Middle Ages. 
Avars, Bulgars, Khazars, and Cumans (East Central and Eastern Europe in the Middle Ages, 
450-1450, vol. 2), Leiden — Boston, 2008, pp. 83-149, here 87. 

7? They are nonetheless directly comparable to the “obols of the dead" from burial assem- 
blages in Germany (Eichloch, Erfurt, Landau, Niederkassel-Rheidt, Weinheim, and Worms) 
and Italy (Trezze sull'Adda), all of which are imitative coins "officially" struck in one of the 
“barbarian” kingdoms in the West. 
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coins." *? In other words, they were produced at a time when the coins that 
they supposedly copied were not in circulation any more. Such imitations 
were perfunctory in that the crude workmanship, the garbled or entirely 
illegible inscriptions, and the abstractions from the original designs that can 
be observed on each one of them clearly point to the considerable distance 
from the prototype, in both time and space. There can be no doubt that such 
imitations were produced by the Avars, and not inside the Byzantine Empire. 
If so, what was their purpose? 

Only three out seven specimens known so far have been found in burial 
assemblages. Nothing is known about the exact position of one of them in 
relation to the body. The archaeological context of the other two (both from 
grave 53 in Kiskórós Pohibuj-Mackó dülö) is ambiguous. It is not altogether 
clear that those imitations found on the left ilium with remains of textile 
fabric were “obols of the dead." They may have just as well been deposited 
there in a purse. To be sure, that still raises the possibility of those imitations 
being treated as coined money for a payment (or gift). But it is important to 
note that the prototypes for two out of three imitations found in burial 
assemblages were miliarensia, not solidi. In other words, although not offi- 
cial in any sense of that word, those imitations at least had basically the 
same metal content as their prototypes.*! This is definitely not the case for 
plated imitations. Two specimens of this group (Székszárd and Tác) have 
been found in graves, but are pierced. Both are imitations of solidi struck 
for Tiberius II. In the case of the specimen from Tác, the prototype for the 
obverse is a solidus of that emperor (MIB 4, 578-582), while that for the reverse 
is a solidus of Maurice (MIB 4, 582-583). Because of the unusual combina- 
tion of prototypes, Péter Somogyi has advanced the idea of a counterfeit 
produced inside the empire by someone who had access to the dies.°? The 
specimen from Szekszárd was also made by means of the original dies used 
for striking solidi in the name of Tiberius II (MIB 4, 578-582).9 In addition, 
the specimen was plated with gilded silver. The Szekszárd piece is therefore 
a counterfeit just as that from Tác. Whether or not those counterfeits circulated 
at all, both have holes for suspension.** Whether or not the piercing took 


80 SomoGY1, New remarks [see n. 78], p. 88; Sowocvi, Byzantinische Fundmünzen der 
Awarenzeit [see n. 37], p. 126. 

8! [n that respect, those imitations are different from counterfeits such as that from an 
unknown location in Bulgaria — a gilded silver imitation of a solidus struck for Anastasius 
(I. IORDANOV, Vizantiiski falshivi zlatni moneti (VI-XI v.), in Numizmatika, 13 (1979), no. 4, 
pp. 8-16, here 12). 

82 Sowoavi, Byzantinische Fundmünzen der Awarenzeit [see n. 37], pp. 89-90. 

83 SomoGY1, Byzantinische Fundmünzen [see n. 23], p. 143. 

84 Sowoavi, Byzantinische Fundmünzen der Awarenzeit [see n. 37], p. 90; SomoGY1, Byzan- 
tinische Fundmünzen [see n. 23], p. 201. 
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place in Avaria, the counterfeits were clearly manufactured in the empire.®° 
By contrast, plated imitations such as those from Kiskórós Pohibuj-Mackó 
dűlő, Pécs-Gyárváros, and Szeged-Fehértó are more likely of Avar origin. 
To be sure, the Kiskörös Pohibuj-Mackó dúló specimen has also two proto- 
types—solidi or miliarensia of Constantine IV on one side, and solidi or 
miliarensia of Constans II on the other side. There is no reverse, since the 
prototypes for both sides were obverses. Moreover, obverses of solidi struck 
for Constans II showing two emperors are imitated on the Kiskórós Pohibuj- 
Mackó dülö specimen as if seen in a mirror. On the Pécs-Gyárváros piece, 
the iconographic representation is so schematic as to preclude any possibility 
of a Byzantine counterfeit. While its exact position in the grave is unknown, 
both the Kiskórós Pohibuj-Mackó düló and the Szeged-Fehértó pieces have 
been found in the pelvic area and on the chest, respectively. At least in the 
case of the Szeged-Fehértó specimen, there can be no doubt about its ritual 
deposition—most likely an “obol of the dead.” 


CONCLUSION 


What, after all, is the meaning of those pieces of metal? To call them 
counterfeits implies that they were private, bad-faith reproductions of “true” 
coins struck officially by the recognized authority of the emperor. One 
would therefore have to admit not only the possibility of those objects being 
made purposefully to deceive, but that, in order to do so, they were put in 
monetary circulation, i.e., that they functioned at some point in time as 
monetary instruments. There is, of course, no evidence of monetary circulation 
inside Avaria, and nothing indicates that the Avars produced imitations in 
order to introduce them into the empire. In fact, quite the contrary seems 
to be the case: they were often paid stipends in gold coins that were either 
light-weight solidi or “official” imitations. If deceitful, most imitations 
found in Avar-age burials speak about the monetary manipulations of the 
Byzantine government, not of the Avars. Moreover, if one accepts Somo- 
gyi’s point of view, the crude character of the silver imitations of solidi 
and miliarensia of Constans II and Constantine IV is an indication that they 
were produced at a time when no such coins were in circulation any more. 


85 This must also be the case of the plated imitations (counterfeits) from Carnuntum- 
Petronell and Grosspriel (Austria), Mostová (Slovakia), and Pázmándfalu (Hungary), all of 
which have been manufactured by means of the original dies. Similarly, certain iconographic 
details suggest that both the Volders and the Andrid counterfeits originated in Italy (HÁGÓ — 
Sowoavi, Ein gefütterter Imitativsolidus [see n. ΤΟ], pp. 326 and 330; SomoGY1, Byzantinische 
Fundmünzen [see n. 23], p. 118). 
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They were however of the same metal content as (some of) their prototypes. 
In that respect, plated imitations were clearly of a lesser value. Both silver 
and plated imitations were non-official, "private," and therefore counter- 
feits. However, their co-existence implies that both valuable and cheap 
imitations were concomitantly in use, which makes no sense whatsoever. 
Moreover, the introduction of blank tokens to replace both coins and imi- 
tations as “obols of the dead" strongly suggests that the practice was not 
directly or even necessarily related to the monetary value of the objects 
deposited in grave. A circular token imitating a coin was just as good as the 
imitation of another coin, both being deposited as “obols of the dead," as in 
Szeged-Fehértó. 

Would then a substantivist explanation work? Were counterfeits meant 
to challenge the political authority of the emperor whose portrait they so 
often imitated? To accept such a proposition, one would have to admit that 
the caricature-like rendering of the iconography was truly meant to be a 
caricature, i.e., as a mockery of the propaganda on the “official” coins. 
One would also have to accept the idea that the counterfeiters could have 
made their political message known to the emperor(s) whom they mocked 
or challenged. That, however, would again imply that the counterfeits were 
put in monetary circulation, the only way by which the emperor(s) in ques- 
tion could have known about the political message of the counterfeiters. 
In fact, quite the contrary seems to be the case. Instead of being put into 
circulation, those objects were deposited in graves. True, some of them are 
die-linked, and die-linked specimens have been found on different sites, 
often located at some distance from each other. This strongly suggests 
circulation, but it is not altogether clear whether the objects moved around, 
or the dies. If the former, then it is remarkable that no such objects have 
been found inside the empire. If dies moved around, then one has to accept 
the model of itinerant craftsmen recently put forward for the Avar age.* Such 
a model implies demand and supply, the existence of which is vehemently 
rejected by substantivists. 

That the “obols of the dead" were money seems very difficult to deny. 
Whatever the significance of those objects—coins or imitations—they were 
most likely regarded as means of payment. Could the obligations discharged 
by such payments—whatever they were—have been disconnected from eco- 
nomic transactions? At a quick glimpse, the evidence appears to confirm 
Moses Finley's adage—* Money was coin and nothing else.” The “obol of 
the dead" had to be of gold or silver in order to be an acceptable form of 
payment. The existence of plated imitations would not contradict Finley's 


86 Zs. RAcz, Die Goldschmiedegräber der Awarenzeit (Monographien, 116), Mainz, 2014. 


112 FLORIN CURTA 


conclusion, since, as counterfeits, such imitations were meant to pass for 
gold or silver. But this is the point where both the formalist and the substan- 
tivist models reach their respective limits. How could a payment made with 
counterfeits discharge one's obligations to the dead? If one admits for the 
moment the idea that one could deceive the dead, then blank tokens would 
also have to be regarded as counterfeits. Conversely, if at stake are only 
social motivations and obligations, why were not blank tokens introduced 
earlier? There is actually no need of imitations, especially of plated ones, if 
the only purpose is to discharge symbolically some obligations towards the 
dead. That imitations of imitations could serve as “obols of the dead," as in 
Klárafalva or Klepsau, suggests that the specific design of the object being 
deposited was an important reason for its selection. This may also suggest 
that imitations may have been produced for the specific purpose of being 
deposited in graves. Payments to the dead, however, were just another form 
of payment: "true" coins and imitations were distributed and redistributed 
among the living Avars, and the same monetary instruments could serve for 
discharging obligations towards the dead. Plated imitations were obviously 
just as good. They cannot be regarded as counterfeits not only because there 
was no official authority to issue “true” coins, but also because they were 
not deposited in graves to deceive the dead. The formalist vs. substantivist 
debate therefore, at least in this particular case, is completely sterile. To high- 
light its futility is to draw a simple lesson: a distinction between economic 
and social phenomena may work for theoretical debates, but does not help 
us understand the complexity of the early medieval world. 
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RÉSUMÉ 


L'auteur de l'article se demande si les imitations des monnaies byzantines des 
6* et 7* siécles pourraient avoir joué un autre róle que celui d'un simple don funé- 
raire. Ce qui est sür, c'est qu'on n'a pas imité de monnaies authentiques sans avoir 
trés bien saisi la fonction que les monnaies avaient sur le marché. Le don d'une 
obole à Charon, dont on se sert souvent pour éclaircir ce phénoméne archéologique, 
ne vaut rien, si on ne se rend pas compte qu'on peut s'acquitter des prestations aux 
morts à l'aide d'instruments d'échange monétaire. 
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APPENDIX: 
A LIST OF IMITATIONS OF EARLY BYZANTINE COINS IN EUROPE 


. Ampass, near Innsbruck, Tyrol (Austria); an imitation of a solidus 
struck for Phocas; D. MAIR, Grenzgebiet und Zentrum: Funde von den 
römischen Kaiserzeit bis in das frühe Mittelalter, in G. GRABHERR — 
B. KAINRATH (eds), Archäologische Topographie der Siedlungskammer 
Ampass, Innsbruck, 2009, pp. 245-500, here 398. 

. Andrid, Satu Mare county (Romania); fragment of a gold-plated, copper- 
alloy imitation (fourée) of a solidus struck for Justinian II between 687 
and 692 (MIB 6-7); A. HAG6 -- P. SOMOGYI, Ein gefüttertes Imitativ- 
solidus des Iustinianus II (687-692) von Andrid (Érendréd), in Acta 
Archaeologica Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae, 64 (2013), pp. 321- 
334, here 321 and 324. 

. Aschheim near Munich, Bavaria (Germany), grave 25; imitation of a 
tremissis struck for Justinian; P. SOMOGYI, Byzantinische Fundmünzen 
der Awarenzeit in ihrem europäischen Umfeld (Dissertationes Panno- 
nicae, IV/2), Budapest, 2014, p. 104 with n. 667. 

. Bakonytamási, Veszprém County (Hungary), grave 5 (male, but prob- 
ably a mis-sexed skeleton, found next to the left hand, together with other 
objects, most likely in a purse); gilded thin copper-alloy foil imitation 
(bracteate) of the reverse of an imitation of a solidus struck for Maurice 
between 582 and 602 (MIB 12-13) or Phocas between 603 and 609 
(MIB 18-19); P. SOMOGYI, Byzantinische Fundmünzen der Awarenzeit, 
Innsbruck, 1997, pp. 23-24. 

. Beckum, near Paderborn, North Rhine-Westphalia (Germany), grave 6 
(male, on the chest); imitation (fourré) of a solidus struck for Justinian; 
J. WERNER, Münzdatierte austrasische Grabfunde, Berlin — Leipzig, 1935, 
p. 99 no. 42. 

. Biatorbágy, Pest County (Hungary), grave 41 (found inside the jaw); 
thin gold-foil imitation (bracteate) of the reverse of a follis struck in 
Siscia for Licinius between 308 and 324 (RIC VI 229a); SOMOGYI, 
Byzantinische Fundmünzen [see no. 3], p. 192. 

. Bohuslavice, near Hodonín, South Bohemia (Czech Republic); imita- 
tion of a light-weight (20-carat) solidus struck for Heraclius between 616 
and 625 (MIB 64-65); J. MILITKY, Finds of the early Byzantine coins 
of the 6th and the 7th century in the territory of the Czech Republic, in 
M. WotoszYN (ed), Byzantine Coins in Central Europe Between the Sth 
and 10th Century. Proceedings from the Conference Organized by the 
Polish Academy of Arts and Sciences and the Institute of Archaeology of 
the University of Rzeszów under the Patronage of Union Académique 
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Internationale (Programme No. 57 Moravia Magna), Kraków, 23-26 IV 
2007, Cracow, 2009, pp. 357-3, here 361 and 381-382; Sowoavi, Byzan- 
tinische Fundmünzen [see no. 3], p. 179. 


. Castel Trosino, near Ascoli Piceno, Marche (Italy), grave 7 (first quarter 


of the 7™ c.?), coin with suspension loop; imitation of a solidus struck 
for Tiberius II; SOMOGYI, Byzantinische Fundmiinzen [see no. 3], p. 105. 


. Castel Trosino, near Ascoli Piceno, Marche (Italy), grave 115a (ca. 


590-610), coin with suspension loop; imitation of a solidus struck for 
Justin II; SOMOGYI, Byzantinische Fundmünzen [see no. 3], p. 105. 
Cividale-Cella (Italy), grave 32, 2 coins with suspension loops: imitation 
of a tremissis struck for Justin II; imitation of a tremissis for Justinian; 
SOMOGYT, Byzantinische Fundmünzen [see no. 3], p. 104. 
Cividale-Cella (Italy), grave 105, 3 coins with suspension loops, all 
imitations of tremisses struck for Justinian; SOMOGYI, Byzantinische 
Fundmünzen [see no. 3], p. 104. 

Cividale-Cella (Italy), 16 coins with suspension loops, all imitations 
of tremisses struck for Justinian (6, 5, and 2 die-linked on both sides); 
SOMOGYI, Byzantinische Fundmünzen [see no. 3], p. 104. 
Dnipropetrovs'k (Ukraine); 72 coins, all perforated; imitations of a 
light-weight (20-carat) solidus struck for Constans II between 642-646; 
V. K. GOLENKO, /mitacii solida VII v. iz Podneprov’ia, in VV, 11 (1956), 
pp. 292-295, here 292-294. 

Dunapentele, Fejér County (Hungary), grave 10 (male, found next to 
the skull); blank, gold-foil token; A. MAROSI — N. ΕΕΤΤΙΟΗ, Dunapentelei 
avar sírleletek, Budapest, 1936, pp. 15-16 and pl. IV.6. 

Durrés (Albania), grave 21; imitation of a tremissis struck for Maurice 
or Phocas; F. TARTARI, Njé varrezé e mesjetés sé hershme né Durrés, 
in /liria, 14 (1984), no. 1, pp. 227-250, here 240. 

Dzhaga, near Uchkeken, Karachaevo-Cherkesiia (Russia), burial 
chamber 26; thin gold foil imitation (bracteate) of a solidus struck for 
Constantine IV between 669 and 674; E. V. RTVELADZE — A. P. RUNICH, 
Nakhodki indikacii vizantiiskikh monet vblizi Kislovodska, VV, 32 (1971), 
pp. 219-221, here 221; A. GÄNDILA, Marginal money: coins, frontiers, 
and barbarians in early Byzantium (6th-7th centuries), Ph. D. Disserta- 
tion, University of Florida, Gainesville, 2013, p. 502 (for the coin iden- 
tification). 

Dzhaga, near Uchkeken, Karachaevo-Cherkesiia (Russia), burial cham- 
ber 40 (pierced coin); silver foil imitation (bracteate) of a solidus struck 
for Heraclius between 623 and 629; RTVELADZE — RUNICH, Nakhodki 
[see no. 16], p. 220 and fig. 1.4; GÄNDILA, Marginal money [see no. 16], 
p. 502 (for the coin identification). 
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Dzhaga, near Uchkeken, Karachaevo-Cherkesiia (Russia), burial cham- 
ber 42 (next to the skull); 2 coins; thin gold foil imitations (bracteates) 
of a solidus struck for Constans II between 654 and 667 and a solidus 
struck for Constantine IV; RTVELADZE — RUNICH, Nakhodki [see no. 16], 
pp. 220-221 and fig. 1.5; GANDILA, Marginal money [see no. 16], p. 502 
(for the coin identification). 

Dzhaga, near Uchkeken, Karachaevo-Cherkesiia (Russia), burial cham- 
ber 48 (pierced coin); silver foil imitation (attached to a copper- 
alloy token) of a solidus struck for Heraclius between 623 and 629; 
RTVELADZE — RUNICH, Nakhodki [see no. 16], pp. 220-221 and fig. 1.3; 
GANDILA, Marginal money [see no. 16], p. 502 (for the coin identifi- 
cation). 

Eichloch, near Alzey, Rhineland-Palatinate (Germany), grave 54 (male, 
inside the skull); imitation of a tremissis struck for Justinian; WERNER, 
Münzdatierte austrasische Grabfunde [see no. 5], p. 94 no. 33. 
Endród, Békés County (Hungary); silver imitation of miliarensia struck 
for Constans II between 652 and 654 (MIB 139); Sowoavi, Byzantinische 
Fundmünzen [see no. 4], p. 39. 

Erdevik, near Novi Sad, Vojvodina (Serbia); imitation of an imitation 
(of Avar origin) of a solidus struck in Constantinople for Heraclius 
between 616 and 625 MIB 11 on the obverse) and of a solidus struck 
in Thessalonica probably in 614/5 (MIB 82, on the reverse); SOMOGYI, 
Byzantinische Fundmünzen [see no. 3], pp. 206-207. 

Erfurt (Germany), grave; imitation of a tremissis struck for Justinian; 
SOMOGYI, Byzantinische Fundmünzen [see no. 3], pp. 104 with n. 667. 
Eshkakon, near Uchkeken, Karachaevo-Cherkesiia (Russia), burial 
chamber; silver imitation of a coin (solidus?) struck for Tiberius II; 
E. V. RTVELADZE — A. P. RUNICH, Novye nakhodki vizantiiskikh monet 
i indikacii v okrestnostiakh Kislovodska, VV, 37 (1976), pp. 151-155, here 
153. 

Grofpriel, near Melk, Lower Austria (Austria); gold-plated copper- 
alloy imitation (fourée) of a solidus struck for Heraclius in Constantinople 
between 616 and 629 (MIB 11 or 21); Sowocvi, Byzantinische Fund- 
münzen [see no. 3], pp. 193-194. 

Harkány, Baranya County (Hungary); imitation of a solidus struck in 
Constantinople for Heraclius and Heraclius Constantine between 616 
and 625 (MIB 11); SOMOGYI, Byzantinische Fundmünzen [see no. 4], 
pp. 44-45. 

Hoghiz, Brasov district (Romania); imitation of a solidus struck for Mau- 
rice between 584 and 602 (MIB 6); SOMOGYI, Byzantinische Fundmünzen 
[see no. 4], p. 46. 
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Iváncsa, Fejér County (Hungary), grave (male, found on the right side 
of the skull); blank gold-foil token; I. BONA, Ανατ lovassir Iváncsáról, 
Archaeologiai Értesitó, 97 (1970), pp. 243-263, here 244, 247 fig. 5.2, 
and 252 fig. 8.2. 

Jászapáti, Szolnok County (Hungary), grave 264 (male, found in the 
region of the pelvic bone); gold-plated copper-alloy imitation (fourée) 
of one or several tremisses struck for Heraclius in Constantinople, 
Ravenna, and, possibly, Rome between 637 and 641; Sowoavi, Byzan- 
tinische Fundmünzen [see no. 4], pp. 47-48. 

Kamunta, near Vladikavkaz, North Ossetia-Alania (Russia), graves; sev- 
eral coins; 2 blank silver foil tokens, one with a suspension loop; gold 
foil imitations (bracteates) of solidi struck for Anastasius and Phocas; 
GANDILA, Marginal money [see no. 16], p. 507. 

Kelegeia, near Hola Prystan', Kherson region (Ukraine), grave; imita- 
tion of a solidus struck for Heraclius; A. I. SEMENOV, Vizantiiskie monety 
Kelegeiskogo kompleksa, in Arkheologicheskii sbornik Gosudarstven- 
nogo Ermitazha, 31 (1991), pp. 121-130, here 127. 
Keszthely-Fenékpuszta, Zala County (Hungary), grave 8 (female), coin 
incorporated into a golden brooch; imitation of a solidus struck for 
Anastasius (MIB 4); Sovoavi, Byzantinische Fundmiinzen [see no. 4], 
pp. 49-50. 

Kiskórós-Pohibuj-Mackó-dúló, Bács-Kiskun County (Hungary), grave 53 
(male, found on the left ilium together with remains of textile fabric), 
2 coins; silver imitations of miliaresia struck for Constans II between 
648 and 652 (MIB 138, 144-146) and Constantine IV between 669 and 
674 (MIB 60, 63B-66); Gy. TÖRÖK, The Kiskőrös Pohibuj-Mackó dűlő 
cemetery, in I. KOVRIG (ed), Avar Finds in the Hungarian National Museum, 
Budapest, 1975, pp. 284-311, here 295 and 290 fig. 5/53.13, 14; SOMOGYI, 
Byzantinische Fundmünzen [see no. 4], pp. 50-53. 

Kislovodsk, Stravropol region (Russia), catacomb (found near the 
skull); 11 coins, each with two perforations; imitations of solidi struck 
for Heraclius between 613 and 625; RTVELADZE — RUNICH, Nakhodki 
[see no. 16], pp. 219-220; GANDILA, Marginal money [see no. 16], p. 508 
with n. 58 (for the coin identification). 

Klárafalva (Deszk G), Csongrád County (Hungary), grave 30 (female, 
inhumation with tunnel-shaped shaft; found on the pelvic bone); thin 
gold-imitation (bracteate) of a solidus struck for Phocas between 603 
and 610 (MIB 7, 9, 11); SomoGY1, Byzantinische Fundmünzen [see no. 4], 
pp. 54-55. 

Klepsau, near Bad-Mergentheim, Baden-Württemberg (Germany), 
grave 9 (male, next to the left elbow); gold-plated imitation (fourré) of 


37. 


38. 


39. 


40. 


41. 


42. 


43. 


44. 


45. 


46. 


ECONOMIC AND FUNERARY USES OF IMITATIONS OF EARLY BYZANTINE COINS 117 


an Ostrogothic imitation of a tremissis struck for Justinian; U. KocH, 
Das fränkische Gräberfeld von Klepsau im Hohenlohekreis, Stuttgart, 
1990, p. 43. 

Klepsau, near Bad-Mergentheim, Baden-Württemberg (Germany), 
grave 41 (female, robbed); gold-plated imitation (fourré) of a tremissis 
struck for Justin I, Justinian, or Justin II; KOCH, Das fränkische Gräber- 
feld [see no. 36], p. 82. 

Kobern-Gondorf, near Koblenz, Rhineland-Palatinate (Germany), grave 2 
(female, pierced coin); imitation (fourré) of a solidus struck for Justin- 
ian; WERNER, Münzdatierte austrasische Grabfunde [see no. 5], p. 103 
no. 49. 

Kranj (Slovenia), grave; imitation of a tremissis struck for Justin II; 
Ó. GouL, Barbar aranypénzeink. Bizánci aranyak barbár utánzatai, in 
Numizmatikai Közlöny, 10 (1911), pp. 52-70, here 63. 

Kgely, near Kolin, Central Bohemia (Czech Republic); gold-plated sil- 
ver imitation of a solidus struck in Constantinople for Heraclius between 
625 and 629; MILITKY, Finds [see no. 7], pp. 360 and 376. 

Kugul, near Kislovodsk, Stavropol region (Russia), burial chamber 2; 
5 coins, all perforated; gold-plated silver imitations of solidi struck for 
Tiberius III between 698 and 705; RTVELADZE — RUNICH, Nakhodki 
[see no. 16], p. 221 and fig. 1.8-10. 

Landau, near Karlsruhe, Baden-Württemberg (Germany), grave 29 (male, 
on the chest); imitation of a tremissis struck for Justinian; WERNER, 
Münzdatierte austrasische Grabfunde [see no. 5], p. 93 no. 32. 
Mangup, near Khodzha-Sala, Crimea (Ukraine); 8 coins, found in a 
hoard (7 struck specimens and one cast coin); bronze imitations of solidi 
struck for Leo III between 725 and 732; A. G. GERCEN - V. A. SIDORENKO, 
Chamnuburunskii klad monet-imitacii. K datirovke zapadnogo uchastka 
oboronitel’nykh sooruzhenii Mangupa, in Antichnaia drevnost' i srednie 
veka, 24 (1988), pp. 120-35, here 127-128 and 127 fig. 5. 

Mezóberény, Békés County (Hungary), grave (female); imitation of 
a light-weight (20-carat) solidus struck for Heraclius and Heraclius 
Constantine between 616 and 625 (MIB 11); SomoGY1, Byzantinische 
Fundmünzen [see no. 4], p. 63. 

Mokraia balka, near Novoaleksandrovsk, Stavropol region (Russia), 
catacomb; perforated coin; copper-alloy imitation of a solidus struck 
for Justin II; RTVELADZE — A. P. RUNICH, Novye nakhodki [see no. 24], 
p. 153. 

Mokraia balka, near Novoaleksandrovsk, Stavropol region (Russia), 
burial chamber 15 (two perforated coins, found on the skull of skeleton 2, 
together with amber and glass beads); gilded silver foil imitations 
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(bracteates) of a solidus struck for Phocas; RTVELADZE — RUNICH, Nakhodki 
[see no. 16], p. 219; G. E. AFANAS’EV — A. P. RUNICH, Mokraia balka, 
Moscow, 2001, pp. 71-72. 

Mokraia balka, near Novoaleksandrovsk, Stavropol region (Russia), 
burial chamber 74, found in the dromos, fragment of a perforated coin; 
copper-alloy imitation of a silver light miliarensis struck for Phocas 
between 602 and 610; RTVELADZE — RUNICH, Novye nakhodki [see no. 24], 
p. 153; AFANAS’EV — RUNICH, Mokraia balka [see no. 46], p. 119 (where 
it Is a silver foil imitation of a solidus struck for Phocas). 

Mokraia balka, near Novoaleksandrovsk, Stavropol region (Russia), 
burial chamber 117 (coin found on the remains of skeleton 4, next to 
the western wall of the chamber, together with glass, carneol, and amber 
beads); gold foil imitation (attached to a copper-alloy token) of a 
solidus struck for Heraclius and Heraclius Constantine between 613 
and 641; RTVELADZE — RUNICH, Novye nakhodki [see no. 24], p. 153; 
AFANAS'EV — RUNICH, Mokraia balka [see no. 46], p. 163. 

Mokraia balka, near Novoaleksandrovsk, Stravropol region (Russia), 
burial chamber 124 (coin found on the right shoulder of the female 
skeleton); copper-alloy imitation of a follis struck for Maurice (582-602) 
in Constantinople; AFANAS'EV — RUNICH, Mokraia balka [see no. 46], 
p. 228. 

Moshchevaia balka, in Aziatskii, near Kurdzhinovo, Karachaevo- 
Cherkesiia (Russia); grave 2 (7 coins, all pierced twice and attached to 
a textile diadem and to the hair braids of the young girl); 4 bracteates 
made of thin gold-alloy foil imitating solidi struck for Leo III and Con- 
stantine (717-741) and 2 gold imitations of solidi struck for Leo III and 
Constantine (717-741); A. A. IERUSALIMSKAIA, Moshchevaia balka. 
Neobychnyi arkheologicheskii pamiatnik na Severokavkazskom Shelkovom 
Puti, St. Petersburg, 2012, p. 73. 

Mostová, near Nitra (Slovakia); perforated coin; (gilded?) copper-alloy 
imitation (fourée) of a solidus struck for Heraclius and Heraclius 
Constantine between 625 and 629 (MIB 21); Sowoavi, Byzantinische 
Fundmünzen [see no. 4], p. 46. 

Munningen, near Nórdlingen, Bavaria (Germany), grave 1 (male, 8 coins 
found next to the hip, probably in a purse); imitation of a solidus struck 
for Justin II, one of a solidus struck for Justinian, and two imitations of 
tremisses struck for Justinian; Cahn 1930:161-165; WERNER, Münz- 
datierte austrasische Grabfunde [see no. 5], p. 89 no. 23. 

Nagybajom, Somogy County (Hungary); imitation of a tremissis struck 
in Ravenna for Constantine IV after 674 (MIB 59, X20); 5ΟΜΟΟΥΙ, Byzan- 
tinische Fundmünzen [see no. 4], pp. 66-67. 
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Nevolino, near Kungur, Perm region (Russia), grave 177; (Hephtalite) 
silver imitation of a drachm struck for Peroz between 438 and 457; 
R. D. GOLDINA — N. V. VODOLAGO, Mogil’niki Nevolinskoi kul'tury v 
Priural'e, Irkutsk, 1990, p. 57. 

Nevolino, near Kungur, Perm region (Russia), grave 212-213 (double 
burial, both female skeletons; found on the chest); silver imitation of 
a drachm struck for Khosrow I between 531 and 579; GOLDINA — 
VODOLAGO, Mogil’niki [see no. 54], p. 60. 

Niederkassel-Rheidt, near Bonn, North Rhine-Westfalia (Germany), 
grave 2/1970; imitation of a tremissis struck for Justinian; SOMOGYI, 
Byzantinische Fundmünzen [see no. 3], p. 104 with n. 667. 

Nocera Umbra, near Perugia, Umbria (Italy), grave 17, coin with sus- 
pension loop; imitation of a tremissis struck for Justinian; SOMOGYI, 
Byzantinische Fundmünzen [see no. 3], p. 105. 

Pázmándfalu, Gyór-Moson County (Hungary); (gilded copper-alloy) imi- 
tation (fourée) of a solidus struck for Constantine V in Syracuse between 
751 and 755 (DOC 15 or 19); P. Sovocvi, Byzantinische Fundmünzen 
der Awarenzeit. Eine Bestandaufnahme, 1998-2007, in Acta Archaeologica 
Carpathica, 42-43 (2007-2008), pp. 231-298, here 277-279. 

Pécs (Hungary); imitation of a tremissis struck for Justinian; GANDILA, 
Marginal money [see no. 16], p. 519. 

Pécs-Gyárváros (Hungary), grave; gilded copper-alloy imitation (fourée) 
of a tremissis struck for Phocas in Ravenna between 602 and 607 (MIB 
49a); Sowoavi, Byzantinische Fundmiinzen [see no. 4], p. 72. 
Petronell-Carnuntum, near Bruck an der Leitha, Lower Austria (Aus- 
tria); 2 coins; gold-plated silver imitation of a semissis struck in 
Ravenna for Heraclius between 610 and 613 (MIB 117) and gold-plated 
copper-alloy imitation (fourée) of a solidus struck for Heraclius in Con- 
stantinople between 616 and 625 (MIB 11); Sowoavi, Byzantinische 
Fundmünzen [see no. 3], p. 244. 

Regensburg (Germany), grave; imitation of a tremissis struck for Jus- 
tinian; SOMOGYI, Byzantinische Fundmünzen [see no. 3], p. 104 with 
n. 667. 

Resca, Olt district (Romania); (“Gepid”) imitation of a solidus struck 
for Justin II; E. OBERLANDER-TARNOVEANU, La räscruce de vremuri. 
Tranzitia de la Antichitate la Evul Mediu timpuriu în zona Portilor de Fier 
ale Dunării — Un punct de vedere numismatic, in Cercetări Numismatice, 
8 (2002), pp. 121-172, here 143. 

Rudelsdorf, in Hórsching, near Linz, Tyrol (Austria), grave 214; per- 
forated coin fragment; imitation of a tremissis struck for Maurice; 
SOMOGYI, Byzantinische Fundmünzen [see no. 3], p. 118. 
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Shumen (Bulgaria); gilded silver imitation of a solidus struck for Hera- 
clius; I. IORDANOV, Vizantiiski falshivi zlatni moneti (VI-XI v.), in 
Numizmatika, 13 (1979), no. 4, pp. 8-16, here 12. 

Sisak (Croatia); 2 coins; imitations of a solidus and a tremissis struck 
for Justinian; Z. DEMO, Ostrogothic Coinage from Collections in Croatia, 
Slovenia, and Bosnia & Herzegovina, Ljubljana, 1994, p. 227. 
Szeged-Fehértó, Csongrád County (Hungary), grave 82 (female, found 
on the chest), 2 coins; blank thin gold-foil token and gold-plated 
copper-alloy imitation (fourée) of a solidus struck for Constantine IV 
between 674 and 681 (MIB 7-8); SOMOGYI, Byzantinische Fundmünzen 
[see no. 3], pp. 80-81. 

Szeged (city environs, Hungary), grave; silver imitation of miliarensia 
struck for Constans II between 648 and 652 (MIB 138, 144-146); 
Sowoavi, Byzantinische Fundmünzen [see no. 4], pp. 79-80. 
Szegvär-Oromdülö, Csongrád County (Hungary), grave 855 (male, 
inhumation with tunnel-shaped shaft), perforated coin; imitation of a 
light-weight (20-carat) solidus struck for Heraclius and Heraclius Con- 
stantine between 616 and 625 (MIB 11); SOMOGYI, Byzantinische 
Fundmünzen [see no. 4], p. 83. 

Szegvár-Sápoldal, Csongrád County (Hungary), grave 1 (male, found 
on the left jaw, on the teeth); imitation of a solidus struck for Maurice 
between 584 and 602 (MIB 6); Sowocvi, Byzantinische Fundmünzen 
[see no. 4], pp. 84-85. 

Szegvár-Sápoldal, Csongrád County (Hungary), grave 3 (female, inhu- 
mation with tunnel-shaped shaft); silver imitation of miliaresia struck 
for Constans II between 648 and 652 (MIB 138); Sowoavi, Byzantinische 
Fundmünzen [see no. 4], p. 85. 

Székszárd, Tolna County (Hungary), grave 612 (child, most likely girl), 
perforated coin; gilded silver-plated copper-alloy imitation (fourée) of 
a solidus struck for Tiberius II (MIB 4); Sovoavi, Byzantinische Fund- 
münzen [see no. 3], pp. 201-202; 201 fig. 47. 

Tác, Fejér County (Hungary), grave 7 (child, most likely girl), perforated 
coin; gilded copper-alloy imitation (fourée) of a solidus of Tiberius II 
(MIB 4), on the obverse, and of another of Maurice (MIB 4) on the 
reverse; SOMOGYI, Byzantinische Fundmünzen [see no. 34, pp. 89-90. 
Tát, Komárom-Esztergom County (Hungary); imitation of a semissis 
struck for Heraclius in Ravenna between 610 and 613 (MIB 117); 
SOMOGYI, Byzantinische Fundmiinzen [see no. 4], pp. 91-92. 

Trezze sull'Adda, near Bergamo, Milan (Italy), grave 1; imitation of a 
solidus struck for Phocas in Sicily; Sowoavi, Byzantinische Fundmünzen 
[see no. 3], p. 107. 
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Unknown location in Bulgaria; gilded silver imitation of a solidus 
struck for Anastasius; IORDANOV, Vizantiiski falshivi zlatni moneti [see 
no. 65], p. 12. 

Unknown location in Bosnia; imitation of a solidus struck for Hera- 
clius; I. MIRNIK — A. SEMROV, Byzantine coins in the Zagreb Archaeo- 
logical Museum Numismatic Collection. Anastasius I (A.D. 497-518)- 
Anastasius II (A.D. 713-715), in Vjesnik Arheološkog Muzeja u Zagrebu, 
30-31 (1997-1998), pp. 129-258, here 198 no. 755. 

Unknown location in Hungary; 3 coins; gold imitation of a light-weight 
(20-carat) solidus struck for Heraclius and Heraclius Constantine 
between 613 and 616 (MIB 8), silver imitation of miliaresia struck for 
Constantine IV between 669-674 (MIB 60, 63B-66, silver imitation of 
miliaresia struck for Constans II between 648 and 654, (MIB 138-139, 
obverse, die-linked with the coin from Szegvár-Sápoldal grave 3; MIB 
144-148, reverse), silver imitation of miliaresia struck for Constans II 
between 651 and 654 (MIB 139); SOMOGYI, Byzantinische Fundmünzen 
[see no. 4], pp. 105, 108-109, and 125 with n. 10. 

Unknown location (Banat, Romania?); imitation of a solidus struck for 
Heraclius in Constantinople between 613 and 616 (MIB ὃ); SOMOGYI, 
Byzantinische Fundmünzen [see no. 3], p. 212. 

Verkhnii Chiryurt, near Kizilyurt, Dagestan (Russia), grave 14; coin 
with two suspension loops (welded lugs); imitation of a solidus struck 
for Constans II between 654 and 659; S. V. GUSEV, Severo-vostochnoi 
Kavkaz v epokhu srednevekov'ia: monety rasskazyvaiut, Moscow, 1995, 
p. 14; GANDILA, Marginal money [see no. 16], p. 540. 

Verkhnii Chiryurt, near Kizilyurt, Dagestan (Russia), grave 20; coin 
with two suspension loops (welded lugs); imitation of a solidus struck 
for Heraclius between 616 and 625; GUSEV, Severo-vostochnoi Kav- 
kaz [see no. 80], pp. 13-14; GANDILA, Marginal money [see πο. 16], 
p. 540. 

Verkhnii Chiryurt, near Kizilyurt, Dagestan (Russia), grave 40a; pierced 
coin; imitation of a solidus struck for Heraclius between 616 and 625; 
GUSEV, Severo-vostochnoi Kavkaz [see no. 80], pp. 12-13; GANDILA, 
Marginal money [see no. 16], p. 540. 

Verkhnii Chiryurt, near Kizilyurt, Dagestan (Russia), grave 72; pierced 
coin; imitation of a solidus struck for Heraclius between 616 and 625; 
GUSEV, Severo-vostochnoi Kavkaz [see no. 80], p. 13. 

Verkhnii Chiryurt, near Kizilyurt, Dagestan (Russia), grave 79a; coin 
with suspension loop (welded lug); imitation of a solidus struck for 
Heraclius between 613 and 616; GUSEV, Severo-vostochnoi Kavkaz [see 
no. 80], p. 13; GANDILA, Marginal money [see no. 16], p. 540. 
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Volders, near Innsbruck, Tyrol (Germany), grave 52 (male, next to the 
skull); gold-plated copper-silver alloy imitation (fourée) of an imitation 
of a tremissis struck in the name of Maurice (665-688); SOMOGYI, Byzan- 
tinische Fundmünzen [see no. 3], pp. 117-118. 

Vrbnik, Krk (Croatia); imitation of a tremissis struck for Heraclius; 
MIRNIK — SEMROV, Byzantine coins [see no. 77], p. 198 no. 757. 

Vrh Pri Pahi, near Novo Mesto (Slovenia); imitation of a solidus struck 
for Justinian; DEMO, Ostrogothic Coinage, p. 231. 

Weinheim, near Mannheim, Baden-Württemberg (Germany), grave 18 
(female, found inside a ceramic pot); imitation of a tremissis struck for 
Justin I or Justin II; WERNER, Münzdatierte austrasische Grabfunde [see 
no. 5], p. 95 no. 34. 

Worms (Germany), grave; imitation of a tremissis struck for Justinian; 
SOMOGYT, Byzantinische Fundmünzen [see no. 3], p. 104 with n. 667. 
Zelemér, Hajdü-Bihar County (Hungary); imitation of a tremissis struck 
for Heraclius between 610 and 613 (on the obverse) and of a tremissis 
struck for Phocas between 602 and 610 (on the reverse); SOMOGYI, 
Byzantinische Fundmünzen [see no. 4], p. 96. 

Zrmanja, near Knin (Croatia); hoard of five coins; imitation of a light- 
weight (20-carat) solidus struck for Heraclius between 616 and 625 
(MIB 64-65), imitation of a solidus struck for Heraclius between 616 
and 625 (MIB 11), and 3 imitations of solidi struck for Heraclius between 
625 and 629 (MIB 24-272); Sowoavi, Byzantinische Fundmünzen [see 
no. 3], pp. 171-176. 

Zymne, near Volodymyr-Volyns'kyi, Volhynia (Ukraine); silvered 
copper-alloy imitation (fourée) of a 6'"-century bronze coin (possibly of 
Justinian); V. V. AULIKH, Zymnivs ke gorodishche-slov’ians’ka pam’iatka 
VI-VII st. n. e., Kiev, 1972, p. 20. 


LE CHAINON MANQUANT. 
LA SOURCE ΡΕ L'ÉPITOMÉ DE PROCOPE (TYPE II) 
DANS LA CHAÍNE DU VATICAN 


Les chaines aux Proverbes nous sont conservées par plusieurs dizaines de 
témoins manuscrits. C'est pourtant le statut d'une chaine transmise par un 
codex unicus, le Vaticanus gr. 1802 (xir siècle), qui en l'espace d'un siècle 
de recherches a connu auprés des critiques les oscillations les plus considé- 
rables. La Chaîne dite « du Vatican »! a occupé dans un premier temps le 
sommet du stemma, elle a ensuite été reléguée à sa base, avant de reconqué- 
rir une place de premiére importance dans l'histoire de la transmission des 
textes, tant et si bien qu'aucune édition ne pouvait voir le jour sans poser à 
nouveau la question du statut de la si mobile Chaine du Vatican. 


STATUS QUAESTIONIS 


La premiere étude consacrée aux liens généalogiques entre les différentes 
chaines aux Proverbes et le premier stemma catenarum remontent au début 
du xx° siècle. On les doit à M. Faulhaber. Dans cette enquête généalogique, 
la Chaine du Vatican jouit d'un statut privilégié. M. Faulhaber ly consacre 
en effet comme la « racine de l'arbre généalogique » des chaines aux Pro- 
verbes connues de lui, à double titre : au motif de la richesse du matériel 
transmis et au plan formel. Les limites de ce stemma seront cependant avan- 
cées par M. Faulhaber lui-méme. Elles tiennent aux difficultés que posent la 
délimitation des sources de la Chaine du Vatican, l'anonymat d'une grande 
partie d'entre elles, et — point d'importance — la co-présence dans cette tra- 
dition de plusieurs états textuels distincts d'une méme source auctoriale?. 

Plus d'un demi-siécle plus tard, la collation de la Chaine du Vatican 
provoque chez M. Richard une déception non dissimulée : « La chaine du 
cod. Vatican gr. 1802 ne nous a certainement pas conservé les Ἔκλογαί de 
Procope. C'est une chaine médiévale de trés mauvaise qualité. Une forte 


! La Chaine du Vatican est l'unique témoin du type III des chaines aux Proverbes dans la 
classification établie par G. KARO et H. LIETZMANN. Voir Catenarum graecarum catalogus 
(Nachrichten von der Kóniglichen Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu Góttingen, Philologisch- 
historische Klasse, Heft 3), Góttingen, 1902, pp. 299-310. 

? Voir M. FAULHABER, Hohelied-, Proverbien- und Prediger-Catenen (Theologische Studien 
der Leo-Gesellschaft, Fasc. 4), Wien, 1902, pp. 75, 80 et 137-138. 
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proportion des sigles sont faux, soit qu'ils aient été imaginés, soit qu'ils 
aient été déplacés. Beaucoup de textes reparaissent deux ou trois fois, dans 
des recensions différentes entre lesquelles il n'est pas toujours facile de 
reconnaître la plus ancienne. »? Que la chaîne du Vatican constitue une 
chaine de chaines permettait d'expliquer les doublets textuels observés par 
M. Faulhaber. P. Géhin, qui a formalisé les conclusions de M. Richard, a 
fait figurer cette compilation de compilations en bas du stemma des chaines 
aux Proverbes conservées“. 

Vers l'amont, ce stemma est plus difficile à appréhender. Les chaines 
mères de la Chaine du Vatican sont toutes liées à une anthologie attribuée 
à Procope que nous connaissons sous la forme d'un abrégé, l'Épitomé des 
extraits exégétiques de Procope. Cet Épitomé est parvenu jusqu'à nous sous 
plusieurs recensions. Premiérement, à l'état isolé dans deux manuscrits du 
Mont Athos? : c'est la recension athonite de l'Épitomé de Procope. Il est 
également connu de nous par d'autres traditions caténaires oü il se trouve 
juxtaposé à d'autres chaines, parmi lesquelles la Chaine dite de Poly- 
chronius (type I Karo-Lietzmann) qui lui associe une chaine apparentée à la 
Catena Coisliniana (type V) et la Chaine de Paris (type II) qui lui associe 
une recension de la Chaine de Copenhague (type IV) : ce sont les recensions 
de type I et de type II de l’Épitomé de Procope. 

M. Richard n'a pas, à proprement parler, consacré de description à la 
Chaine du Vatican, mais il a identifié comme sources caténaires de cette 
tradition l'Épitomé de Procope et « un ou plusieurs exemplaires » de la 
Chaine de type 16. Nous devons à P. Géhin une liste de sources plus impor- 
tante qui comprend « une chaine de type IV-V, deux recensions de la Chaine 
de type II, une chaine de type I, le commentaire [sur les Proverbes] de Jean 
Chrysostome [et] une source évagrienne interpolée »7. 


5 Voir M. RICHARD, Les fragments du Commentaire de S. Hippolyte sur les Proverbes de 
Salomon, dans Mus, 78 (1965) (repr. dans Opera Minora, I, Turnhout-Leuven, 1976, article 17), 
pp. 257-290, ici pp. 259-260. 

^ Voir P. GÉHIN, Évagre. Scholies aux Proverbes (SC, 340), Paris, 1987, p. 82. 

5 Les codd. Hagion Oros, Moné Ibérón 379 (x-x1° siècle) et 38 (de l'année 1281-1282) sont 
signalés au début du siècle par le catalogue de A. RAHLFS, Verzeichnis der griechischen 
Handschriften des Alten Testaments (Mitteilungen des Septuaginta-Unternehmens der kóniglichen 
Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu Góttingen, 2), Berlin, 1914, pp. 202-203 et le catalogue 
des manuscrits caténaires sur les livres sapientiaux, pp. 415-420. Mais c'est à M. RICHARD 
que nous devons la description des chaines aux Proverbes contenues dans ces deux témoins : 
voir M. RICHARD, Les fragments du Commentaire de S. Hippolyte sur les Proverbes de Salomon, 
Il, Edition provisoire, dans Mus, 79 (1966) (repr. dans Opera Minora, 1 [voir n. 3], article 17), 
pp. 61-94, ici p. 70. 

6 RICHARD, Les fragments du Commentaire de S. Hippolyte [voir n. 3], p. 260. 

7 GÉHIN, Évagre. Scholies aux Proverbes [voir n. 4], p. 72. Une étude approfondie du 
matériel transmis par la Chaîne du Vatican prouvera que cette tradition ne puise qu'à une seule 
et unique recension de la chaine de type II, et non à deux : voir mon étude Du texte d'auteur 
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Alors que les critiques dressaient la liste des sources indirectes et directes 
de la Chaine du Vatican, le stemma proposé par P. Géhin a été amendé par 
G. Dorival*. La démonstration repose sur la scholie d'Évagre n? 36 (édition 
P. Géhin) sur Prou. 3, 24-25 qui, dans la Chaine du Vatican, offre une rédac- 
tion plus proche de la tradition directe que les autres chaines aux Proverbes 
collationnées : 


Rédaction en tradition directe dans l'édition de P. Géhin avec un apparat 
intégrant une leçon de la Chaîne du Vatican Ἐντεῦθεν γινώσκομεν ὅτι fj 
ἐλεημοσύνη περιαιρεῖ φοβερὰς φαντασίας νύκτωρ ἡμῖν συμβαινούσας. Τὸ 
αὐτὸ δὲ ποιεῖ καὶ πραῦτης καὶ ἀοργησία καὶ μακροθυμία καὶ ὅσα πέφυκε 
ταρασσόμενον καταστέλλειν θυμόν, εἴπερ ἐκ τῆς ταραχῆς τοῦ θυμοῦ τὰ 
φοβερὰ φάσματα εἴωθε γίνεσθαι. 

Rédaction de la recension de type II de l'Épitomé de Procope Ἐντεῦθεν 
μανθάνομεν ὅτι ἢ ἐλεημοσύνη περιαιρεῖ φοβερὰς φαντασίας νύκτωρ ἡμῖν 
συμβαινούσας. Τὸ αὐτὸ δὲ ποιεῖ καὶ πραότης καὶ ἀοργησία, εἴπερ ἐκ τῆς 
ταραχῆς τοῦ θυμοῦ τὰ φοβερὰ φάσματα εἴωθε γίνεσθαι. 

Rédaction de la recension athonite de l'Épitomé de Procope Ei δὲ ἐκ τῆς 
ταραχῆς τοῦ θυμοῦ τὰ φοβερὰ ἐκτὸς γίνεται φάσματα, ἀναιρετικὴ τούτων 
ἢ ἐλεημοσύνη τῷ θυμῷ μαχομένη, καθάπερ οὖν καὶ Å πραότης. 


De cette observation G. Dorival a tiré deux conclusions. La premiere, fort 
juste — et déjà relevée par P. Géhin? --, mais qui n'intéresse pas directement 
notre propos, est l'impossible dépendance de la recension de type II de 
l'Épitomé de Procope vis-à-vis de sa recension athonite. La recension 
athonite modifie en effet le texte de la tradition directe, quand la recension 
de type II se contente de l'abréger : la seconde ne peut donc dépendre de la 
premiere. Puisque la Chaine du Vatican offre la rédaction de la scholie n? 36 
la plus proche de la tradition directe, celle-ci devait en outre étre tenue 
— seconde conclusion — « en ce qui concerne Évagre » comme un témoin 
de la Chaine de Procope jusqu'alors considérée comme perdue. En somme, 
le nouveau stemma catenarum proposé par G. Dorival réhaussait la valeur 
testimoniale de la Chaine du Vatican, avec toute l'ambiguité cependant que 
comporte la mention « Chaine de Procope dont le Vaticanus gr. 1802 est 
un témoin pour Évagre » dans une généalogie des différentes recensions 
conservées (athonite et parisienne) de l'Épitomé de Procope dans son entier. 


aux textes des chaînes. Édition et traduction des chaînes aux Proverbes (1-3 ; 8, 22-36 ; 30, 
15-33 et 31, 10-31), à paraitre dans la série Bibliothéque de Byzantion, sous-série des Orien- 
talia Lovaniensia Analecta (Peeters, Leuven). 

8 Voir G. DORIVAL, Les chaînes exégétiques grecques sur les Psaumes. Contribution à 
l'étude d'une forme littéraire, I (Spicilegium Sacrum Lovaniense, 43), Leuven, 1986, pp. 107- 
108. 

? Voir GÉHIN, Évagre. Scholies aux Proverbes [voir n. 4], p. 69. 
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Il ny avait cependant rien d'étonnant à trouver dans la Chaine du Vatican 
un « meilleur » Évagre que celui que nous font connaítre les autres chaines, 
pour la raison, signalée par P. Géhin dans son édition, que le caténiste de la 
Chaine du Vatican a puisé non seulement la matiére de sa compilation à des 
sources caténaires, mais aussi à une source directe des Scholies d’Evagre'". 
Or cette source se laisse la plupart du temps identifier gráce à deux indices 
(qui peuvent ou non se combiner) : 1) elle est le plus souvent passée sous 
le nom d’Origéne et 2) elle présente la particularité d'avoir été augmentée 
par un commentateur postérieur. L’apparat critique proposé par P. Géhin, qui 
a fait le choix — dans une édition de la tradition directe des Scholies d Évagre 
— de ne pas recenser les amplifications dues à son commentateur postérieur, 
ne permettait pas de discerner l'origine caténaire ou directe des rédactions 
des scholies contenues dans la Chaîne du Vatican, quand cela était possible!!. 
Le texte du manuscrit montre cependant que la rédaction vaticane de la 
scholie n? 36 ne provient pas d'une source caténaire, mais de cette tradition 
évagrienne augmentée : 


Rédaction de la scholie n? 36 dans le Vaticanus gr. 1802, au f. 19 Ἐντεῦθεν 
δὲ μανθάνομεν ὡς fj ἐλεημοσύνη περιαιρεῖ φοβερὰς φαντασίας νύκτωρ 
ἡμῖν συμβαινούσας. | Ἢ καὶ θεωρητικῶς οὐ μόνον δέ, ἀλλὰ καὶ τῶν ἐν 
τῇ μεταστάσει πονηρῶν κατηγοριῶν καὶ τῶν ἐν τῇ κρίσει βλαπτικῶν κολά- 
σεων περιαιρεῖ τοὺς οὕτω φρονοῦντας. | Τὸ αὐτὸ δὲ ποιεῖ καὶ πραότης 
καὶ ἀοργησία καὶ μακροθυμία καὶ ὅσα πέφυκε καταστέλλειν τὸν θυμὸν 
ταρασσόμενον, εἴπερ ἐκ τῆς ταραχῆς τοῦ θυμοῦ τὰ φοβερὰ φάσματα εἴωθε 
γίνεσθαι. 


<D’Evagre> Et par ce texte nous comprenons que la miséricorde fait dis- 
paraítre les visions terrifiantes qui nous viennent la nuit. | <commentateur > 
Ou encore pas seulement au sens intelligible : elle fait aussi disparaitre chez 
ceux qui sont dans cet état d'esprit les accusations méchantes au moment de la 
mort et les chátiments douloureux au moment du jugement. | <D’Evagre> La 
douceur, l'absence de colére et la longanimité produisent le méme effet, ainsi 
que tout ce qui, par nature, apaise la partie irascible lorsqu'elle est troublée, s’il 
est vrai que c'est du trouble de la partie irascible que proviennent habituelle- 
ment les visions terrifiantes. 


À la lumiére du texte conservé par le Vaticanus gr. 1802, la scholie n? 36 
d'Évagre ne peut donc étre utilisée pour apprécier les rapports de parenté 
entre la Chaine du Vatican et le reste des chaines aux Proverbes conservées. 
Elle ne saurait signaler en particulier le rapport de dépendance des formes 


10 Voir ibidem, pp. 72-73 et 82. 

!! Ces amplifications ont cependant été recensées par P. GÉHIN en appendice de sa thèse 
de doctorat. Voir Evagre le Pontique. Scholies aux Proverbes, thèse dactylographiée sous la 
direction de M. HARL, Paris IV-Sorbonne, septembre 1981, Troisieme fascicule : notes, appen- 
dices et index, Appendice III, pp. 507-517 (pour la scholie 36, p. 508). 
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de l'anthologie de Procope conservées vis-à-vis de la Chaine du Vatican. 
Ce constat permet de lever les objections faites à P. Géhin et de reprendre 
sereinement le modéle généalogique de la chaine de chaines. 


Parmi les sources de la Chaine du Vatican signalées par P. Géhin, c'est 
en particulier une recension de la Chaine de type II et une recension du Com- 
mentaire de Jean Chrysostome que cet article se propose d'apprécier. Jusqu'à 
présent considérées comme indépendantes dans la Chaine du Vatican, ces 
deux sources se trouvent en effet associées dans une chaine conservée par 
un témoin isolé dans la tradition manuscrite des chaînes aux Proverbes, le 
Cantabrigiensis, Trinity College O.1.55'?. On démontrera ci-dessous que 
cette chaine — désormais la « Chaine de Cambridge » — est la source par 
laquelle la Chaine du Vatican connait la Chaine de type II. Avant de mon- 
trer la parfaite correspondance entre une partie des pièces transmises par la 
Chaine du Vatican et celles de la Chaine de Cambridge, il faut donc démon- 
trer que cette derniére offre une nouvelle recension de la Chaine de type II. 


LA CHAINE DE CAMBRIDGE, UNE NOUVELLE RECENSION 
DE LA CHAÍNE DE TYPE II 


Dans ses deux recensions connues, les recensions A et B'?, la Chaine de 
type II est une chaine de chaines (à pleine page), qui juxtapose un certain 
état de l'Épitomé de Procope et un certain état de la Chaine de Copenhague, 
deux anthologies conservées à l'état isolé par les manuscrits. Ces deux 
sources caténaires n'ont toutefois pas le méme statut dans l'une et l'autre 
des recensions connues de la Chaîne de type II. M. Richard a émis l'hypo- 
thése que la Chaine de Copenhague -- ce qu'il connaissait alors comme le 
« supplément parisien » (= de type II) de l'Épitomé de Procope - ait été, à 


12 Ce manuscrit est signalé pour la première fois par le catalogue de RAHLFS, Verzeichnis 
der griechischen Handschriften [voir n. 5], pp. 40-41. Il a été décrit par G. ΒΑΡΥ et N. TCHER- 
NETSKA dans Un nouveau témoin direct des Scholies aux Proverbes d 'Évagre le Pontique 
(Cambridge, Trinity Coll. O.1.55), dans RHT, 32 (2002/2003), pp. 63-72. 

13 Cette dénomination est la nôtre, mais c'est M. RICHARD qui, le premier, a distingué les 
deux recensions de la Chaine de type II. Voir RICHARD, Les fragments du Commentaire de 
S. Hippolyte, II [voir n. 5], p. 70. Relévent de la « recension A » les chaînes conservées dans 
les codd. Parisinus gr. 153 (xi-xir siècle), aux ff. 59-117" ; Parisinus gr. 154 (xm siècle), aux 
ff. 125'-252' ; Parisinus gr. 172 (de l'année 1490-1500), aux ff. 137-259" ; Monacensis gr. 131 
(de l'année 1549-1550), aux ff. 169'-269' ; Matritensis gr. 4781 (XVI siècle), aux ff. 801-150’: 
Matritensis gr. 4749 (circa 1555), aux ff. 265'-355" ; Berolinensis, Phillipps 1411 (de l'année 
1540), aux ff. 2'-102' ; Parisinus, Supplementum gr. 127 (xvi siècle), aux ff. 1-211". La 
« recension B » est représentée par un unique témoin, le cod. Hagion Oros, Moné Ibérón 676 
(xIV* siècle), aux ff. 64-128". 
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l'origine, une chaine recopiée dans les marges de l'Épitomé de Procope et 
insérée secondairement dans le corps du texte!*. Dans les différents témoins 
manuscrits de la Chaine de type II, la place et l'origine alléguée en marge 
de plusieurs piéces issues de la Chaine de Copenhague permettent de corro- 
borer cette hypothése. Dans le plus ancien témoin de la recension A, le 
Parisinus gr. 153 (xi-xir siècle), trois pièces issues de la Chaine de Copen- 
hague sont reproduites en marge (sur Prou. 1, 1 au f. 59" ; sur Prou. 1, 2 au 
f. 60" ; sur Prou. 30, 26 au f. 108"). Dans le méme témoin, trois autres pieces 
issues de la Chaine de Copenhague reproduites dans le corps du texte sont 
précédées en marge de la mention ox ó«A1ov» (deux pièces sur Prou. 30, 15-16 
au f. 106" ; une piéce sur Prou. 30, 19 au f. 107"). Un témoin plus récent, 
le Parisinus gr. 172 (de l'année 1490-1500), a gardé la trace de cette men- 
tion pour une des deux piéces de la Chaine de Copenhague commentant le 
Prou. 30, 15-16 (f. 238") et, avec le Parisinus gr. 154 (xm° siècle), pour la 
piéce puisée à la Chaine de Copenhague commentant le Prou. 30, 19 (f. 239" 
et f. 340”). Un certain nombre de pièces issues de la Chaîne de Copenhague 
présentent par ailleurs un caractére de mobilité en fonction des manuscrits, 
recensions A et B confondues : elles sont insérées dans l'akolouthie pro- 
copienne à des endroits différents. Le statut secondaire de la Chaine de 
Copenhague dans la tradition manuscrite de l'Épitomé de Procope est encore 
soutenu par les éléments de titulature : la recension A de la Chaine de type II 
emprunte son titre, mot pour mot, à l’Épitomé de Procope!5. Il l’est enfin et 
surtout par l'importance relative des deux sources caténaires dans la Chaine 
de type II : la Chaine de type II, toutes recensions confondues, recopie plus 
massivement les piéces issues de l'Épitomé de Procope — elle les recopie 
presque toutes dans sa recension A --, mais n'offre qu'une sélection de 
piéces issues de la Chaine de Copenhague, ce qui tend à prouver que, origine 
marginale ou non, la Chaine de Copenhague est une source d'importance 
secondaire dans la Chaine de type II. 

La Chaine de Cambridge offre une troisiéme recension de la Chaine de 
type II que nous appellerons « recension C ». Le texte est conservé par deux 
témoins manuscrits qui n'en formaient qu'un à l'origine, les codd. Cantabri- 
gienses, Trinity College O.1.55 (manuscrit composite qui, pour la partie qui 


14 Voir RICHARD, Les fragments du Commentaire de S. Hippolyte, I [voir n. 5], p. 70. 
M. Richard a laissé de cóté la Chaine de type IV. C'est P. Géhin qui a identifié dans son unique 
témoin, le cod. København, Det Kongelige Bibliotek, GKS 6 2? (X-XF siècle), la source du 
« supplément parisien » de l'Épitomé de Procope. Voir GÉHIN, Évagre. Scholies aux Proverbes 
[voir n. 4], p. 68. 

15 La Chaîne de Copenhague n'a pas de titre dans son unique témoin conservé, le cod. 
København, Det Kongelige Bibliotek, GKS 6 2? (Χ-ΧΙ siècle), ni dans ses deux fidèles 
copies, les Vindobonensis, theologicus gr. 11 (XF siècle) et Mosquensis, GIM, Sinod. gr. 147 
(xme siècle). 
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nous intéresse, est daté du ΧΙ siècle), aux ff. 9'-78", et O.1.54 (xr? siècle), 
au f. 1". Outre cette disjonction, le Cantabrigiensis, Trinity College O.1.55 
a subi deux mutilations : le début de la Chaine de Cambridge est perdu 
(Prou. 1, 1 à 10, 3) ainsi que les premier et dernier folios du huitiéme cahier 
(Prou. 24, 32 à 30, 16 et 31, 9 à 25, 7)'*. La mutilation à l'initiale nous prive 
désormais du titre de cette chaine. Malgré ces pertes, il apparait clairement 
que la Chaine de Cambridge offre toutes les caractéristiques de la Chaine 
de type II. Elle juxtapose en effet un certain état de l'Épitomé de Procope 
et un certain état de la Chaine de Copenhague, et elle privilégie sa premiere 
source caténaire, ainsi que le font les deux autres recensions connues de la 
Chaine de type II, alors qu'elle n'effectue que des prélévements sporadiques 
sur sa seconde source caténaire. 

Le tableau ci-aprés présente ces emprunts différenciés sur la base d'une 
section de chaine utilisée avant nous par M. Richard, en raison de son 
excellent état de conservation (du point de vue des volumes de textes dans 
toutes les traditions conservées), pour établir les liens de dépendance entre 
les chaines aux Proverbes recensées : il s'agit de la section des proverbes 
dits « numériques » (Prou. 30, 15-33) qui doit sa fortune à la forme stéréo- 
typée observée par la plupart de ses péricopes, dont les premiers versets 
annoncent un nombre n, les seconds un nombre n + 1, que les versets sui- 
vants explicitent. La nomenclature utilisée dans ce tableau est la suivante : 
les sigles A, B et C désignent les piéces commentant les Prou. 30, 15-33 dans 
les différentes recensions de la Chaine de type II ; les sigles P et H désignent 
les pièces commentant les Prou. 30, 15-33 dans l'Épitomé de Procope et la 
Chaine de Copenhague (Catena Hauniensis) tels que nous les connaissons 
à l’état isolé (recension athonite de l'Épitomé de Procope et Chaîne de 
Copenhague). La numérotation des piéces A, B, C, P et H suit l'ordre 
des textes commentant dans chacune des chaines étudiées la section des 
Prou. 30, 15-33. La piece P 1 est ainsi la premiere piece exégétique com- 
mentant les proverbes numériques dans la recension athonite de l'Épitomé 
de Procope. La mention a ou b signale que la piéce considérée ne l'est que 
dans sa premiére ou seconde partie. Les piéces intitulées « supplément » 
ne figurent dans aucune des deux sources caténaires de la Chaine de type 
II telles qu'elles sont parvenues à nous à l’état isolé. Il en va de méme pour 
les pièces intitulées « Chrysostome » qui font, comme on le voit, la spécifité 
de la recension C. 


16 Pour une description de ces deux témoins, voir ΒΑΡΥ et TCHERNETSKA, Nouveau témoin 
[voir n. 12], pp. 63-65. Voir également la notice sommaire de N. TCHERNETSKA sur les huit 
premiers folios du Cantabrigiensis, Trinity College O.1.55 : « Handlist of the greek palimpsests 
in Cambridge libraries », in G. PRATO (éd.), / manoscritti greci tra riflessione e dibattito. Atti 
del V Colloquio Internazionale di Paleografia Greca (Cremona, 4-10 ottobre 1998) (Papyro- 
logica Florentina, 31), Firenze, 2000, pp. 733-739 (ici p. 735). 
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Recension A de la 
Chaine de type II 


Parisinus gr. 153 
(ff. 1061-1090) 


Recension B de la 
Chaine de type II 


Hagion Oros, Moné 
Ibérón 676 
(ff. 1157-1197) 


Recension C de la 
Chaine de type II 


Cantabrigiensis, Trinity 
College O.1.55 
(ff. 571-613) 


Al=P1 ΒΙΞΗΙ folio manquant 
A 2 Ξ supplément 1 B2~H2 folio manquant 
A3=P2 B3=Pl folio manquant 
A4=P3 B4=H3 folio manquant 
A5=H3 B 5 = supplément 1 C1=H3 
A6=H1 B6=P2 C2a=H1 
A7=H2 B7=P3 C2b~H2 
A8=P4 B8=PA4 C3=PA4 
A9=P5 B9=P5 C4=P5 
Al0=P6 B10~P6 C5~P6 

C 6 = supplément 2 
All=P7 B11=P7 C7=P7 
AL=P8 B12~P8 C&8~P8 
A13=H6 B13=H6 C9=H6 
Al4=P9 B14=P9 C10=P9 
A15=P10 B15~P 10 Clla=P10 
A 16 = P 12a B 16 = P 12a C 11b =P 12a 
A 17 = H 7b/7a B 17 ~ H 7b C 12 ~ H 7b 
A 18 = P 12b B 18 = P 12b C 13 =P 12b 

B 19 ~ H 7a 

C 14 = Chrysostome 

C 15 = Chrysostome 
A 19 =P 13 B 20 = P 13 C 16 =P 13 

C 17 = Chrysostome 

C 28 = Chrysostome 
A 20 =P 14 B21 «P 14 C 19 7& P 14 
A 2] 5 H 11 (en marge) 
A 22 & P 15 B222P 15 C20 7 P 15 
A 23 =P 16 B 23 =P 16a C21 =P 16a 
A 24 = H 12 B 24 ~= H 12 C22 [~H 12 

B 25 = P 16b C 23 =P 16b 

A25=P17 C 24a =P 17 
A 26 = P 18 B 26 = P 18 C 24b = P 18 

C 25 = Chrysostome 
A 27 —& P 19 B 27 —& P 19 C 26 7« P 19 
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A 28 = P 20 B 28 = P 20 C 27a ~ P 20 
A 29 = P 21 B 29 =P 21 
A 30 = P 22 B 30 = P 22 C 27b = P 22 
A 31 =P 23 B 31 ~ P 23 C 28 = P 23 
C 29 = supplément 3 
A 32 = P 24 B 32 ~ P 24 C 30 ~ P 24 
A 33 ~ P 25 B 33 = P 25 C 31 =P 25 
A 34 = P 26 B 34 = P 26 C 32 = P 26 
A 35 = P 27 B 35 = P 27 C33 ~ P27 
B 36 ~ P 28 C 34 = P 28 
A 36 = H 21 C35=H21 


Pour la section des Proverbes qui nous occupe, la Chaine de Cambridge 
retient sept piéces de la Chaine de Copenhague sur un total de vingt et une 
(H 3, H 1, H 2, H 6, H 7, H 12 et H 21), soit moins de la moitié des textes, 
tandis qu'elle retient vingt-trois des vingt-huit pièces que compte au total 
l'Épitomé de Procope conservé à l'état isolé (P 4, P 5, P 6, P 7, P 8, P 9, 
P 10, P 12, P 13, P 14, P 15, P 16, P 17, P 18, P 19, P 20, P 22, P 23, 
P 24, P 25, P 26, P 27, P 28), soit un peu plus de quatre-vingts pour cent 
des textes. Ce second compte est faussé par la perte du premier folio du 
huitiéme cahier du Cantabrigiensis, Trinity College O.1.55. Au deuxiéme 
folio du huitième cahier, l’exégèse du Prou. 30, 15-16 se limite désormais 
pour nous aux textes issus de la Chaine de Copenhague, dont le premier est 
lui-méme pour partie perdu. À cet endroit, contrairement à ses usages, la 
Chaine de Cambridge semble donc ignorer le commentaire de la méme péri- 
cope tel qu'il figure dans l'Épitomé de Procope, sa source principale. Il y a 
donc tout lieu de penser que le folio perdu recopiait, au moins pour partie, 
un état du commentaire du premier proverbe numérique tel qu'il est conservé 
dans l'Épitomé de Procope, soit les piéces P 1, P 2 et P 3. En raison de l'état 
de conservation du manuscrit, qui est satisfaisant pour le coeur de la section 
sondée, seules deux pieces de l'Épitomé de Procope ont nécessairement été 
éliminées par la Chaine de Cambridge, les pieces P 11 et P 21. Ceci nous 
amene au compte de vingt-six pieces sur vingt-huit, soit entre quatre-vingts 
et quatre-vingt-dix pour cent de textes conservés. 

Tant au regard de la sélection de piéces que de leur ordre de concaténa- 
tion, la Chaine de Cambridge (C) présente un lien de parenté manifeste 
avec les deux autres recensions connues de la Chaine de type II (A et B). 
Comme la recension A, la recension C ne retient que sept des vingt et une 
pieces de la Chaine de Copenhague. Ce sont les mémes et elles apparaissent 
dans le même désordre à l’initiale (H 3, H1, 2, H 6, H 7, H 12 et H 21). 
La recension B de la Chaine de type II reproduit les mémes pieces, mais 
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élimine la septiéme (H 21) et présente la particularité de rétablir ou de 
conserver l'ordre de concaténation observé par les piéces liminaires dans 
sa chaine mére (H 1, H 2 et H 3). Le reste des différences observées entre 
les trois traditions ne sauraient remettre en cause l'origine commune des 
trois formes de la Chaine de type II. Alors que la recension C ne conserve 
que le second segment de la piéce H 7 (H 7b), les recensions A et B la 
recopient dans son entier. Toutefois, comme la recension A, la recension B 
intervertit les deux segments de la piéce H 7 et présente en outre la particula- 
rité de les disjoindre, ce qui peut étre tenu pour une étape intermédiaire à 
l'élimination du segment H 7a dans la Chaine de Cambridge (C). La recen- 
sion A de la Chaine de type II se singularise également des recensions B 
et C en ce qu'elle est la seule à recopier — mais en marge — une partie d'une 
piéce de sa chaine mére, la piéce H 11. En somme, au-delà des différences 
de détail, les points de contact observés entre C et A, et dans une moindre 
mesure entre C et B, s'agissant du traitement réservé à la Chaine de Copen- 
hague, mettent en lumière la parenté remarquable qui existe entre les trois 
traditions textuelles. 

S’agissant de l'Épitomé de Procope, seconde chaîne mère partagée par les 
trois recensions de la Chaine de type II, et si l'on excepte les piéces P 1, 
P 2 et P 3 pour lesquelles la mutilation du codex unicus de la Chaine de 
Cambridge nous prive désormais de point de comparaison, il apparait que 
les trois recensions de la Chaine de type II partagent une omission : l'élimi- 
nation de la piéce P 11. La recension C élimine unilatéralement la piéce 
P 21, la recension B la piéce P 17, tandis que seule la recension A élimine 
la piéce P 28. Ceci suggére que les différentes recensions effectuent des 
prélèvements différenciés dans leurs sources caténaires, même si en l’espece 
le phénoméne apparait comme marginal. 

À l'exception de la perturbation d'ordre à l’initiale, partagée par les 
recensions À et C, l'ordre de concaténation des pièces est le même dans les 
trois recensions de la Chaine de type II : il suit l'ordre de concaténation 
observé par l'Épitomé de Procope tel que nous le conservent à l'état isolé 
les manuscrits athonites. Un phénoméne rend la parenté entre ces traditions 
éclatante : les pieces issues de la Chaine de Copenhague sont insérées entre 
les piéces empruntées à l'Épitomé de Procope aux mémes endroits dans les 
trois recensions. On identifie également deux lieux oü les recensions A, B 
et C, ou les seules recensions B et C, scindent une pièce empruntée à l'Épi- 
tomé de Procope pour insérer entre les deux segments isolés une piéce 
empruntée à la Chaine de Copenhague. Dans chacune des trois recensions, 
en effet, la piéce P 12 a été disjointe et la piéce H 7, pour partie ou dans 
son entier, insérée entre les deux nouvelles pieces issues de cette disjonction. 
Dans les recensions B et C, la pièce P 16 (sur Prou. 30, 27) subit le même 
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traitement, mais il faut mentionner que celle-ci n'est ni abrégée de la méme 
maniére, ni scindée au méme endroit par les deux traditions : 


Épitomé athonite de Procope, texte à l'état isolé 
(Hagion Oros, Moné Ibérón 379, f. 208") 


P 16 Ὠριγένους Ὡς εὔτακτος ἐπαινεῖται καὶ ἢ ἀκρὶς τῷ τοῦ θεοῦ λόγου 
πειθομένη κελεύσματι. Τοιαύτη τίς ἐστιν ἢ ἐκκλησία διὰ τὸ πρὸς τῶν 
ἀνθρώπων καταφρονεῖσθαι ἀκρίδι ὡς πρὸς τὸ ζῆν ἐπὶ γῆς παραβαλλομένη- 
διὰ δὲ τὸ μετὰ Ἰησοῦ συνάγεσθαι καὶ μὴ σκορπίζειν, ἀλλ᾽ ἐνδύεσθαι τὴν 
πανοπλίαν τοῦ θεοῦ, ἵνα ἀντιστῇ πρὸς τὰς μεθοδείας τοῦ διαβόλου, ἀφ᾽ ἑνὸς 
κελεύσματος εὐτάκτως στρατοπεδεύει. Ἔστι δὲ ἀβασίλευτος ὑπὸ τοῦ 
Φαραώ, οὐχ ὑπὸ τοῦ θεοῦ. Καὶ τῶν Αἰγυπτίων οἱ πόνοι παραδέδονται ταύτῃ. 
Ἴσος δὲ διὰ τὸ μὴ βασιλεύεσθαι ἡμᾶς πρὸ τῆς τοῦ Χριστοῦ βασιλείας. 


Chaine de type II, recension B 
(Hagion Oros, Moné Ibérón 676, f. 118") 


B 23(« P 16a) Ὡς εὔτακτος δὲ ἐπαινεῖται καὶ fj ἀκρὶς τῷ τοῦ θεοῦ λόγου 
πειθοµένη κελεύσματι. Τοιαύτη τίς ἐστιν f] ἐκκλησία διὰ τὸ πρὸς τῶν 
ἀνθρώπων καταφρονεῖσθαι ἀκρίδι ὥς πρὸς τὸ ζῆν ἐπὶ γῆς παραβαλλομένη, 
διὰ δὲ τὸ μετὰ Ἰησοῦ συνάγεσθαι μὴ σκορπίζειν, ἀλλ᾽ ἐνδύεσθαι τὴν πανο- 
πλίαν τοῦ θεοῦ, ἵνα ἀντιστῇ πρὸς τὰς μεθοδείας τοῦ διαβόλου, ἀφ᾽ ἑνὸς 
κελεύσματος εὐτάκτως στρατοπεδεύουσα. 


B 24(= H 12) Ἀβασίλευτος δὲ ἢ ἀκρίς: οὐ γὰρ ἔχουσιν ἡγούμενον καθάπερ 
αἱ μέλισσαι, GAA’ ἑκάστη ἑαυτῇ ἡγεῖται πρὸς τὸ συμφώνως κινεῖσθαι: 
οὗτοί εἶσιν οἱ προαιρέσει κουφιζόµενοι τῶν γηΐνων καὶ τεταγμένην δδεύ- 
οντες ζωήν. 

B 25(« P 16b) Ἀβασίλευτος δὲ ἴσως διὰ τὸ un βασιλεύεσθαι ἡμᾶς πρὸ τῆς 
τοῦ Χριστοῦ ἐπιδημίας ἢ καὶ διὰ τὸ μὴ βασιλεύεσθαι ὑπὸ τῶν παθῶν τοὺς 
βίον ἀκριβῆ ἑλομένους. 


Chaîne de type II, recension C 
(Cantabrigiensis, Trinity College O.1.55, f. 60") 

C 21(« P 16a) Ὡς εὔτακτος δὲ ἐπαινεῖται καὶ À ἀκρὶς τῷ τοῦ θεοῦ πειθο- 
μένη κελαύσματι. 

C 22(« H 12) Καίτοι ἀβασί«λευτος» οὖσα: οὐ γὰρ ἔχουσιν ἡγούμενον ὡς 
αἱ μέλιτται, ἀλλ᾽ ἑκάστη ἑαυτῇ ἡγεῖται πρὸς τὸ συμφώνως κινεῖσθαι: 
τοιοῦτοί εἶσιν oi κουφιζόμενοι τῶν γηΐνων καὶ τεταγμένην ὁδεύοντες ζωήν. 
C 23(« P 16b) "H- Ἀκρὶς y ἐκκλησία διὰ μὲν τὸ καταφρονεῖσθαι πρὸς τῶν 
ἀνθρώπων ἀκρίδι παραβαλλομένη, διὰ δὲ τὸ μετὰ Ἰησοῦ συνάγεσθαι καὶ 
ἐνδύεσθαι τὴν πανοπλίαν τοῦ Χριστοῦ, ἵνα ἀντιστῇ πρὸς τὰς μεθοδείας τοῦ 
πονηροῦ. Ἔστι δὲ καὶ ἀβασίλευτος ὑπὸ τοῦ Φαραώ, ἀλλ᾽ οὐχ ὑπὸ τοῦ θεοῦ. 


Du point de vue du contenu des piéces, comme pour les recensions A 
et B de la Chaine de type II, la correspondance entre les textes de la Chaine 
de Cambridge et ceux de ses deux chaines méres n'est pas exacte : les 
piéces y ont été abrégées, et plus elles étaient longues, plus la réduction 
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opérée a été importante. On observe une telle réduction en comparant la 
piéce C 2a et son substrat, la piéce H 1 (sur Prou. 30, 15-16) : 


Chaine de Copenhague, texte à l'état isolé 
(Kobenhavn, Det Kongelige Bibliotek, GKS 6 2°, f. 57") 


Ἡ 1 Ἡ βδέλλα τίκτεται μὲν ἐν τοῖς γλυκέσι τῶν ὑδάτων σκωληκοειδὲς 
οὖσα ζῷον. Λειοτάτη δέ ἐστι φύσει, ἥτις τοῖς χανδὸν τοῦ ὕδατος µεταλαμ- 
βάνουσι λεληθότως ἐπεισέρχεται. Εἶτα περιπλακεῖσά τινι τῶν μορίων οὐ 
πρότερον ἀφίσταται ἕως ἂν τῇ ἐκπόσει τοῦ αἵματος ἀποκτείνῃ τὸν ἄνθρω- 
πον: αἱμοπότις γάρ ἐστι καὶ ἐντεῦθεν τρέφεταί τε καὶ αὔξεται. 

Ταύτῃ τοίνυν εἴκασε τὸν διάβολον, ὃς τῇ βίᾳ τῶν ἀνθρώπων κρατεῖν οὐ 
δυνάμενος, τρισὶ κέχρηται κατ᾽ αὐτῶν ὁρμητηρίοις, ἥδων, θέλγων καὶ 
ἀπατῶν, καὶ διὰ τούτων λεληθότως αὐτοὺς κατὰ μικρὸν ἀναιρῶν. Πρῶτον 
γὰρ αὐτοὺς ταῖς τῆς ψευδοδοξίας δδοῖς ἐνάγει πρὸς ἀπώλειαν, ὅπερ δὴ καὶ 
Ἅιδην καλεῖ δεικνὺς τῆς ἁμαρτίας τὸ μέγεθος, ἔπειτα περιβάλλει τῇ τῆς 
ἀκολασίας ἡδυπαθείᾳ, ὃ δὴ καὶ ἔρωτα καλεῖ γυναικῶν, καὶ ἐπὶ τούτοις 
φιλαργυρίᾳ ἤτοι πλεονεξίᾳ, ὅπερ δὴ καὶ γῆν οὐκ ἐμπιπλαμένην ὕδατος 
ἔφη. Ταῦτα τὰ πάθη ἐξεύρηται τῷ διαβόλῳ πρὸς τὴν ἀπώλειαν τῶν ἀνθρώ- 
πων, ἅπερ οὕτω φιλεῖ καὶ στέργει ὡς ἂν θυγατέρας ἰδίας. 

Τέταρτον δὲ καλεῖ τὴν τούτων τριβὴν καὶ συνήθειαν: οὐδὲ γὰρ ὃ ἅπαξ 
ψευδοδοξήσας ἢ πορνεύσας À ἐπιθυμήσας «τοῦ πλείονος» εὐθὺς ὑπέπεσε 
τοῖς παθήμασιν, GAA’ ô τῇ συνηθείᾳ λοιπὸν καὶ τὴν αἴσθησιν ἡττηθείς: 
τοιούτους γὰρ ἂν εὕροις τοὺς ταῖς ψευδοδοξίαις ἐντεθραμμένους καὶ τὰ 
παθήματα ταῦτα τὰ τρία ἔχοντας οὐδέποτε κόρον λαμβάνοντας, ἀλλ᾽ ἀεὶ 
προσεπιτείνοντας τὰ πάθη, ὡς καὶ ἑτέρους ἐπὶ τούτοις προτρέπεσθαι. 

Ὥσπερ καὶ ὕδωρ καὶ πῦρ τῇ χορηγίᾳ τῆς καυστικῆς ὕλης πλέον. 


Chaîne de type II, recension C 
(Cantabrigiensis, Trinity College O.1.55, f. 57") 


C 2a(« H 1) Ἄλλος: Ἡ βδέλλα τίκτεται μὲν ἐν γλυκέσιν ὕδασι. Λειοτάτη δέ 
ἐστι φύσει, ἢ τοῖς χανδὸν τοῦ ὕδατος μεταλαβοῦσι λεληθότως ἐπεισέρχεται. 
Εἶτα περιπλακεῖσά τινι μορίῳ οὐ πρότερον ἀφίσταται, ἕως ἂν τῇ ἐκπόσει τοῦ 
αἵματος ἀποκτείνῃ τὸν ἄνθρωπον: ἐντεῦθεν γὰρ τρέφεται καὶ αὔξεται. 

Τούτοις ἀπείκασε τὸν διάβολον, ὃς βίᾳ τῶν ἀνθρώπων κρατεῖν οὐ δυνά- 
μενος, τρισὶ κέχρηται κατ᾽ αὐτῶν ὁρμητηρίοις, ἤδων, θέλγων, ἀπατῶν, καὶ 
διὰ τούτων λεληθότως αὐτοὺς ἀναιρῶν. Πρῶτον γὰρ αὐτοὺς ταῖς τῆς ψευ- 
δοδοξίας ὁδοῖς ἐνάγει πρὸς ἀπώλειαν, ὃ καὶ Ἅιδην καλεῖ δεικνὺς τῆς ἁμαρ- 
tiac τὸ μέγεθος, ἔπειτα περιβάλλει τῇ τῆς ἀκολασίας ἠδυπαθείᾳ, ὃ ἔρωτα 
καλεῖ γυναικῶν, καὶ ἐπὶ τούτοις φιλαργυρίᾳ καὶ πλεονεξίᾳ, ὃ γῆν ὕδατος 
οὐκ ἐμπιπλαμένην ἔφη. Ταῦτα ἐξεύρηται τῷ διαβόλῳ πρὸς τὴν τῶν ἀνθρώ- 
TOV ἀπώλειαν, ἃ οὕτω φιλεῖ καὶ στέργει ὡς ἂν θυγατέρας ἰδίας. 

Τέταρτον δὲ καλεῖ τὴν τούτων τριβὴν καὶ συνήθειαν: οὐ γὰρ ὃ ἅπαξ 
ψευδοδοξήσας ἢ πορνεύσας εὐθὺς ἐνέπεσε τοῖς παθήμασιν, ἀλλ᾽ ὃ τῇ 
συνηθείᾳ λοιπὸν καὶ τὴν αἴσθησιν ἡττηθείς, of οὐδὲ ἐμπίπλανται, GAA’ ἀεὶ 
προσεπιτείνουσι τὰ πάθη, ὡς καὶ ἑτέρους ἐπὶ ταῦτα προτρέπεσθαι. 


L'essentiel de la réduction porte sur des éléments qui n'engagent pas le 
sens du texte : suppression d'articles (τοῖς γλυκέσι H 1 contre γλυκέσι 
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C 2a; τῇ βίᾳ contre Big), suppression de nuances adverbiales (ἥτις H 1 
contre fj C 2a ; τε καί contre καί ; ὅπερ δή contre ὅ ; ὃ δὴ καί contre ὅ ; 
ἅπερ contre ἅ ; οὐδέ contre 00), alignement de génitifs partitifs au cas de 
l'adjectif antécédent (τοῖς γλυκέσι τῶν ὑδάτων H 1 contre γλυκέσιν ὕδασι 
C 2a ; τινὶ τῶν μορίων contre τινὶ μορίῳ), suppression du complément 
κατὰ μικρόν, réduction d'un groupe nominal au démonstratif (ταῦτα τὰ 
πάθη H 1 contre ταῦτα C 2a), suppression de courtes propositions (σκωλη- 
κοειδὲς οὖσα ζῷον ; αἱμοπότις γάρ ἐστι καί) et suppression d'un Element 
de liste (ἢ ἐπιθυμήσας). Deux abrégements sont plus remarquables : la sup- 
pression pure et simple du $ 4 et la suppression au $ 3 d'une proposition 
(τοιόυτους γὰρ ἂν εὔροις τοὺς ταῖς ψευδοδοξίαις ἐντεθραμμένους) assor- 
tie de la transformation avec abrégement de la seconde en relative (καὶ τὰ 
παθήματα ταῦτα τὰ τρία ἔχοντας οὐδέποτε κόρον λαμβάνοντας H 1 
contre ot οὐδὲ ἐμπίπλανται C 2a). Cette réduction est d'autant plus remar- 
quable qu'elle a corrompu le texte, puisque le relatif pluriel ot, qui se ressaisit 
dans l'ordre général d'un exemple traité au singulier, constitue une anaco- 
luthe. Il y a donc abrégement, mais un abrégement limité la plupart du temps 
à des éléments périphériques. Si la piéce H 1 a été également abrégée dans 
les recensions A et B de la Chaine de type Il, l'abrégement est cependant 
bien moins significatif que dans la recension C. Des réductions que nous 
avons énumérées, seules la transformation du génitif partitif τῶν ὑδάτων et 
la réduction de la locution τε καί figurent aussi dans la recension B de la 
Chaine de type Η. Les trois recensions de la Chaine de type II n'ont qu'un 
seul point commun : elles transforment toutes trois le participe présent µετα- 
λαμβάνουσι en aoriste μεταλαβοῦσι. 

L'abrégement des piéces sources est cependant le plus souvent partagé 
par les différentes recensions de la Chaine de type II. Cette réduction peut 
s’opérer à l'initiale des textes, dans le corps des textes à des moments de seuil 
(fin d'un développement), mais aussi en finale : les piéces des différentes 
recensions de la Chaine de type II couvrent dans ce cas la méme étendue. 
Ainsi, dans notre échantillon de textes, les trois recensions de la Chaine de 
type II abrégent conjointement la longue phrase liminaire de la piéce P 22 (sur 
Prou. 30, 31) : 


Épitomé athonite de Procope, texte à l'état isolé 
(Hagion Oros, Moné Ibérón 379, f. 209") 


P 22 Ὠριγένους Οἰκείως δὲ νῦν μνημονεύσομεν καὶ τοῦ πρὶν ἀλεκτρυόνα 
φωνῆσαι ἀρνησαμένου Πέτρου τρὶς τὸν κύριον, ἀρξαμένου δὲ κλαίειν 
πικρῶς ἀλεκτρυόνος φωνήσαντος καὶ εἰς αἴσθησιν αὐτὸν ἀγαγόντος λόγου 
τῶν προημαρτημένων καὶ ἀγγείλαντος τὴν ἡμέραν. Τρίτος 6 τράγος κατὰ 
μόνους τοὺς ἑβδομήκοντα ἡγούμενος αἰπολίου, αὔξων τε καὶ πληθύνων 
αὐτὸ καὶ ἐπὶ τὰς ἐν ὑψηλοῖς νομὰς δδηγῶν: οὐδεμία γὰρ ἀγέλη οὕτως 
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ἐπιβαίνει τῶν ὑψηλῶν. Τοιοῦτος 6 ἡγουμένου Χριστοῦ τοὺς (τοὺς correxi : 
τοῖς Ρ) ἐν τῷ αἰπολίῳ πρὸς ὕψος ἀνάγων. 


Chaine de type II, recensions A, B et C 
(Parisinus gr. 153, f. 108"bis ; Hagion Oros, Moné Ibérón 676, f. 118" ; 
Cantabrigiensis, Trinity College O.1.55, f. 61") 
A 30/B 30/C 27b(= P 22) Ὠριγένους [Ὠριγένους A : om. B C] Τρίτος ὃ τρά- 
γος κατὰ μόνους τοὺς ἑβδομήκοντα ἡγούμενος αἰπολίου, αὔξων TE καὶ 
πληθύνων αὐτὸ καὶ ἐπὶ τὰς ἐν ὑψηλοῖς νομὰς δδηγῶν: οὐδεμία γὰρ ἀγέλη 
ζῴων οὕτως ἐπιβαίνει τῶν ὑψηλῶν. Τοιοῦτος ὃ ἡγουμένου [Πγουμένου A 
ς: ἡγούμενος Β] Χριστοῦ τοὺς ἐν τῷ αἰπολίῳ πρὸς ὕψος ἀνάγων. 


Les trois recensions s'accordent également contre les textes « longs » de 
leurs deux chaînes mères — l'Épitomé de Procope et la Chaîne de Copen- 
hague — sur des formes de réduction plus complexes qui peuvent s'opérer, 
respectivement ou conjointement, à l’initiale, dans le corps du texte et/ou en 
finale. C'est le cas notamment des pieces H 7b (sur Prou. 30, 19-20) et P 26 
(sur Prou. 30, 32) : 


Chaine de Copenhague, texte à l'état isolé 
(Kobenhavn, Det Kongelige Bibliotek, GKS 6 2?, f. 117") 


H 7b Σωματικῶς δὲ 660i ἀνδρὸς ἐν νεότητι οὐ γινώσκονται διὰ τὸ ἄστατον 
τῶν τρόπων: ὁμοίως καὶ τῆς μοιχαλίδος διὰ τὸ ἀναίσχυντον Y ὅτι δυσφώ- 
ρατοι αἱ τοιαῦται πρὸς τὴν ἁμαρτίαν. 


Chaine de type II, recensions A, B et C 
(Parisinus gr. 153, f. 107" ; Hagion Oros, Moné Ibérón 676, f. 117" ; 
Cantabrigiensis, Trinity College O.1.55, f. 58") 


A 17a/B 17/C 12(« H 7b) [Ἤ hic add. B] Διὰ τὸ ἄστατον τῶν τρόπων: καὶ 
τῆς μοιχαλίδος ὁμοίως διὰ τὸ ἀναίσχυντον. 


Épitomé athonite de Procope, texte à l'état isolé 
(Hagion Oros, Moné Ibérón 379, f. 209") 


P 26 Kai πρὸς ῥητὸν καὶ πρὸς διάνοιαν ἀληθές: ὃ γὰρ δοὺς ἑαυτὸν ἀναλα- 
βεῖν ἀρετὴν ἢ γνῶσιν γραφῶν -- ταῦτα γὰρ εὐφροσύνη --, εἶτα τὴν πρᾶξιν 
μετὰ μάχης ἐκτείνας ἀκούσεται: « Εἰ δέ τις φιλόνεικος εἶναι δοκεῖ, ἡμεῖς 
τοιαύτην συνήθειαν οὐκ ἔχομεν, οὐδὲ αἱ ἐκκλησίαι τοῦ θεοῦ ». 


Chaine de type II, recensions A, B et C 
(Parisinus gr. f. 108'bis ; Hagion Oros, Moné Ibérón 676, f. 118" ; 
Cantabrigiensis, Trinity College O.1.55, f. 61") 


A 34/B 34/C 32(« P 26) Καὶ πρὸς ῥητὸν καὶ [πρὸς ῥητὸν καὶ B : om. A C] 
πρὸς διάνοιαν ἀληθές: 6 γὰρ δοὺς ἑαυτὸν ἀναλαβεῖν ἀρετὴν ἢ γνῶσιν γρα- 
φῶν — ταῦτα γὰρ εὐφροσύνη — εἶτα τὴν πρᾶξιν μετὰ μάχης ἐκτείνας ἀκού- 
σεται [ἀκούσεται B C : ἀκούεται A]: « Εἰ δέ τις δοκεῖ φιλόνεικος εἶναι », 
καὶ τὰ [τὰ A B : om. C] ἑξῆς. 
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Au total, l'ensemble des points de contact observés entre les recensions 
A, B et C démontre que la Chaine de Cambridge conserve bien un état de 
la Chaine de type II. Nous les rappelons : deux sources caténaires partagées 
(une recension de l'Épitomé de Procope et une recension de la Chaine de 
Copenhague) ; deux sources caténaires mobilisées dans les mémes propor- 
tions (les sept mémes piéces de la Chaine de Copenhague, l'élimination 
d’une pièce de l'Épitomé de Procope) ; le méme ordre de concaténation et 
d'insertion des piéces issues des deux sources ; du point de vue du contenu, 
des accords de la recension C sur des cas typiques avec le matériel textuel 
des recensions A et B contre les textes « sources ». 

La Chaine de Cambridge conserve cependant une forme de la Chaine de 
type II qui présente des particularités remarquables : elle transmet deux 
piéces non chrysostomiennes qui ne figurent ni dans la recension A, ni dans 
la recension B (C 6 et C 29) et un certain nombre de piéces issues d'une 
source du Commentaire sur les Proverbes de Jean Chrysostome, qui n'est 
pas un auteur représenté dans les deux autres recensions de la Chaine de 
type II (C 14, C 15, C 17, C 18 et C 25). 

La piéce C 6 (sur Prou. 30, 18-20) nous est conservée à la fois par la Chaine 
de Cambridge et par une autre chaine, la Chaine d'Oxford (type V Karo-Lietz- 
mann)". Dans sa rédaction oxonienne, le texte, qui intègre le contenu de la 
piéce P 9, est inséré entre un commentaire d'introduction général et un com- 
mentaire spirituel de la péricope des Prou. 30, 18-20, deux exégèses attribuées 
à Didyme par l'Épitomé athonite de Procope (P 7 et P 11). Ce commentaire 
spirituel est articulé au contenu de la piéce C 6 par un lemme d'auteur 
signalant un changement de niveau d'interprétation (Ταῦτα μὲν πρὸς τὸ 
ῥητόν, πρὸς δὲ διάνοιαν λεχθείη ἂν ὧδε). En somme, la pièce C 6 appa- 
rait, dans la Chaine d'Oxford, comme le commentaire littéral de Didyme sur 
Prou. 30, 18-20. Puisque cet Alexandrin est un auteur représenté à la fois 
dans l’Épitomé de Procope et dans la Chaîne de Copenhague, la pièce C 6, 
transmise uniquement par la Chaine de Cambridge, parait rendre compte 
d'un état plus complet de l'une ou l'autre de ses deux sources caténaires. 


Chaîne de type II, recension C 
(Cantabrigiensis, Trinity College O.1.55, ff. 577-581) 


C 6 Ἴχνη ἀετοῦ: τμηθεὶς γὰρ ὃ ἀὴρ εἰς ἑαυτὸν ἀναλύεται: καὶ 660i ὄφεως 
ἐπὶ γῆς: οὐκ ἐπὶ πέτρας γινώσκονται: καὶ τῆς νηός: οὐκ ἔστιν ἰχνηλατῆσαι 
τὴν δίοδον: τὸ τετάρτον ἀνεπίγνωστον τὸ ἴχνος TOD νεαροῦ: καὶ αἱ τῆς pot- 
χαλίδος δδοὶ μὴ ἐχούσης ἔλεγχον: μοιχεύσασα γὰρ καὶ ἀπονιψαμένη φάσκει 
μηδὲν ἄτοπον πεπραχέναι. Οὐκ εἶπε δὲ ὅτι ἀδύνατον, ἀλλ᾽ οὐ γινώσκω. 


17 Le type V de la classification établie par G. KARO et H. LIETZMANN recense les chaînes 
inclassables, soit un ensemble de codices uarii. La « Chaine d'Oxford » est conservée par un 
unique témoin, l’ Oxoniensis, Bodleianus, Baroccianus 195 (circa 1341-1354), aux ff. 189'-291". 
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Chaine d'Oxford 
(Oxoniensis, Bodleianus, Baroccianus 195, f. 265") 

.. Τρία οὖν ἐστι τὰ ἀδυνάτως ἔχοντα πρὸς τὸ νοηθῆναι. Ἴχνη ἀετοῦ πετο- 
μένου: τμηθεὶς γὰρ 6 ἀὴρ εἰς ἑαυτὸν ἀναλύεται: καὶ δδοὺς ὄφεως ἐπὶ 
πέτρας: τῆς ὁδοῦ τότε γνωριζομένης, ὅταν γῆ τυγχάνῃ ἐφ᾽ ἧς διαβαίνει τις 
µαλθακή: καὶ τρίβοι νηὸς πορευομένης ἐφ᾽ ὕδατος: | εἰ γὰρ καὶ πλησίστιος 
φέροιτο, ἀλλ᾽ ἐπὶ βραχὺ λευκαίνει τὸ ὕδωρ, παρελθούσης δὲ [= P 9] | οὐκ 
ἔστιν ἰχνηλατῆσαι τὴν δίοδον. Τὸ δὲ τετάρτον ἀνεπίγνωστον διὰ τὸ 
ἄστατον τῶν τρόπων: τοῦτο ἦθος νεαροῦ τούτῳ συνακτέον: καὶ τὰς τῆς 
μοιχαλίδος δδούς: ταῦτα γὰρ τῶν μὴ γινωσκομένων μηδ᾽ ἐχόντων ἔλεγχον. 
^H τε γὰρ μοιχαλὶς πράξασα τὰς μοιχείας ἀπονιψαμένη φάσκει οὐδὲν 
πεπραχέναι ἄτοπον. Καὶ διὰ τοῦτο οὐκ ἐπιγινώσκω, φησὶν ὃ σοφός, ἐπεὶ καὶ 
6 νεαρὸς τὸ ἦθος δυσφώρατος [δυσφώρατος correxi : δυσφορώτατος Barocci 
195] πράττων τὸ μὴ ἔχειν στάσιν. 

Ταῦτα μὲν πρὸς τὸ ῥητόν, πρὸς δὲ διάνοιαν λεχθείη ἂν ὧδε... 


La piéce C 29 (sur Prou. 30, 31) achévera de nous convaincre en ce sens. 
Cette pièce ne figure ni dans l'Épitomé athonite de Procope, ni dans les recen- 
sions A et B de la Chaîne de type II, mais transmet une scholie d'Évagre, 
C'est-à-dire une des trois sources auctoriales principales citées par l'Épitomé 
de Procope : 


Chaîne de type II, recension C 
(Cantabrigiensis, Trinity College O.1.55, f. 61") 
C 29 Fi δὲ ἔριφοί εἰσιν oi ἀκάθαρτοι ἐξ ἀριστερῶν τοῦ σωτῆρος ἱστάμενοι, 
ὃ δὲ τράγος ἡγεῖται τούτων, μήποτε τράγον τὸν διάβολον νῦν λέγει. 


Scholie n? 295 d'Évagre, tradition directe (éd. P. Géhin!*) 


Ei ἔριφοί εἶσιν oi ἀκάθαρτοι ἐξ ἀριστερῶν ὑπὸ τοῦ σωτῆρος ἱστάμενοι, ὃ 
δὲ τράγος ἡγεῖται τούτων, μήποτε ὃ τράγος νῦν τὸν διάβολον σημαίνει. 


Les deux suppléments textuels qui font la premiére spécificité de la recen- 
sion C (C 6 et C 29) révélent donc la complexité de la tradition caténaire de 
type II : non seulement C ne dépend pas de A et de B, mais elle ne dépend 
pas non plus de la recension athonite « longue », conservée à l'état isolé, de 
l'Épitomé de Procope. A et B présentent d’ailleurs ponctuellement elles aussi 
des « suppléments » ou des états de textes plus proches de la tradition 
directe que la recension athonite de l'Épitomé de Procope, un phénoméne 
relevé par P. Géhin pour l'édition des scholies n? 18, 49, 346 et 353 et dont 
G. Dorival a fait la démonstration à partir de la scholie n? 36 d'Évagre. Dans 
notre sélection de textes, A et B connaissent l'un de ces suppléments, que 
la Chaine d'Oxford permet également de restituer à Didyme : il apparait dans 
le tableau présenté ci-dessus sous la dénomination « supplément 1 ». 


18 GÉHIN, Évagre. Scholies aux Proverbes [voir n. 4], p. 388. 
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La source Chrysostome fait également la particularité de la Chaine de 
Cambridge (C 14, C 15, C 17, C 18 et C 25, sur Prou. 30, 19-20 ; 21-23 ; 
24 ; 25-28 et 29-31). Le mode d'insertion du Commentaire de l'Antiochien 
diffère des relations observées entre les deux sources caténaires de la Chaine 
de type II : la source Chrysostome est insérée à des moments de seuil entre 
les péricopes — à l'initiale ou en finale —, jamais entre les pièces de la Chaine 
de type II. Il s'agit donc d'un apport secondaire, qui n'est pas sans parallele, 
puisque la recension B de la Chaine de type II insére, elle aussi à des 
moments de seuil, des extraits de la Synopse de la sainte Écriture d'attribution 
discutée dans son matériel de type II. Les recensions B et C « complétent » 
donc leur état de la Chaine de type II par des apports propres. 


LA CHAÍNE DE CAMBRIDGE, SOURCE DE LA CHAINE DU VATICAN 


Nous avons démontré que la Chaine de Cambridge offre une nouvelle 
recension de la Chaine de type II associée à des piéces chrysostomiennes. 
Notre second propos sera de montrer que celle-ci est bien la source de cet 
ensemble composite dans la Chaine du Vatican. Or, pour l'échantillon que 
nous avons choisi, les piéces de la Chaine du Vatican (V) et de la Chaine de 
Cambridge (C) recensées ci-dessous présentent une parfaite correspondance 
(s'agissant du contenu et de l'ordre, à deux interversions prés) : 


Sur Prou. 30, 15-16 
V9 =C1-H3) 


Sur Prou. 30, 17 
V 12a = C 3(« P 4) 
V12b =C4(=P 5) 
V 12c - C 5(= P 6) 


Sur Prou. 30, 19cd 
V 28a = C 10(« P 9) 
V28b =Clla («P 10) 
V 28c = C 11b(= P 12a) 
V28d =C 12(~ H 7b) 
V 28e = C 13(« P 12b) 
V 29 = C 14(Chrysostome) 


Sur Prou. 30, 25-28 
V 46a = C 21(= P 14) 
V 46b  - C22(«P 15) 
V 46c = C 23(« P 16a) 
V46d  -C24(«H 12) 
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V 46e = C 25(« P 16b) 
V 46f = C 26(« P 17) 
V 46g = C 27(« P 18) 
Sur Prou. 30, 29-31 
V 60 = C 25(Chrysostome) 
V óla = C 26(= P 19) 
V61b  -C27a(«P 20) 
V 61c = C 27b(= P 22) 
V óld =C 28(= P 23) 
V 6lg = C 29(scholie d’Evagre) 
V 6le = C 30(« P 24) 
V 61f = C 31(= P 25) 
Sur Prou. 30, 32-33 
V 70 = C 34(« P 28) 
V 69 = C 35(« H 21) 


Cette liste révéle que la Chaine du Vatican ne cite pas sa source de la 
Chaine de Cambridge pour tous les proverbes de la section : les v. 18-19ab 
et les v. 20-24 ne sont pas commentés dans la Chaine du Vatican à l'aide 
de textes puisés à la Chaine de Cambridge. Elle montre cependant que 
lorsque la Chaine du Vatican cite cette source pour un proverbe commenté, 
elle recopie le plus souvent plusieurs piéces de son commentaire successi- 
vement (seuls les Prou. 30, 15-16 et 30, 32-33 font exception) et le plus 
souvent aussi dans le méme ordre de concaténation (seules font exception 
les piéces V 61g et V 69). La Chaine du Vatican cite donc les textes de la 
Chaine de Cambridge par blocs. Elle transforme d'ailleurs souvent une suite 
de piéces issues de la Chaine de Cambridge en un texte unique, autrement 
dit crée de l'unité à partir d'une matiére qui, dans sa source, est une matiére 
plurielle (voir les piéces V 12, V 28, V 46 et V 61). 

Du point de vue du contenu, les piéces empruntées à la Chaine de type II par 
la Chaine du Vatican s'accordent avec la rédaction typique de la Chaine de 
Cambridge, le cas échéant contre l'Épitomé athonite de Procope et la Chaîne de 
Copenhague et contre les recensions A et B de la Chaine de type II. C'est ce que 
montre ci-dessous la mise en regard des formes du commentaire du Prou. 30, 17 
dans les différentes traditions (V 12a/12b/12c(= C 3/4/5(« P 4/5/6))) : 


Épitomé athonite de Procope, texte à l'état isolé / Chaine de type II, 
recensions Α et B 
(Hagion Oros, Moné Ibérón 379, f. 206" ; Parisinus gr. 153, 
f. 107" ; Hagion Oros, Moné Ibérón 676, f. 116") 


P 4/A 8/B 8 Ὅπερ ὀφθαλμὸς ἐν σώματι, τοῦτο τὸ [τὸ P B : om. A] ἡγεμονικὸν 
ἐν τῇ [τῇ Ρ Β: οπι. Α] ψυχῇ, ὅπερ αἴτιον τοῦ ἁμαρτάνειν ἢ κατορθοῦν: 
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τούτου τοῦ ὀφθαλμοῦ ἁπλοῦ ὄντος [ἁπλοῦ ὄντος P A : ὄντος ἁπλοῦ B] καὶ 
ὅλον τὸ σῶμα φωτεινόν ἐστι [ἐστι P : ἔσται A, om. B], σκοτεινοῦ δὲ μετοχῇ 
τοῦ πατρὸς τῶν κακῶν καὶ ὅλον τὸ σῶμα σκοτεινὸν ἔσται. Ἔστι γὰρ ὅτε τῆς 
ἀβύσσου τῶν τοῦ θεοῦ καταλέγει κριμάτων [καταλέγει κριμάτων P A : κρι- 
μάτων καταλέγει Β] καὶ τούτου μὲν ὡς ἀτελοῦς καταγελᾷ καὶ τὰς ἱερὰς αὐτοῦ 
κατασύρει [κατασύρει P : διασύρει A B] γραφάς, ἕτερον δὲ μὴ ὄντα ὡς ὄντα 
μυθεύει καὶ τὴν ἐκκλησίαν ἀτιμάζει πρὸς τῷ πατρί, ἧς [ἧς post οὔσης 
transp. A B] μητρὸς οὔσης A [ñP B : om. A] ὀλευθέρα Σάρρα σύμβολον nv 
ἐπὶ γήρως καὶ ἐνενηκοντοῦτις [καὶ ἐνενηκοντοῦτις P : om. A B] γεννήσασα 
τῷ Ἀβραὰμ υἱόν, ἥτις εἰς τὴν καινὴν λαμβάνεται διαθήκην. Τὸν δὲ τοιοῦτον 
ἐκκόπτουσι πονηραί τινες ἐνέργειαι ταῖς κολάσεσιν ὑπηρετούμεναι. Κόραξ 
τις, οἶμαι, ἢ νεοσσὸς ἀετῶν ὑπῆρχεν 6 Βαβυλώνιος ἐκτυφλῶν τοῦ Σεδεκίου 
τοὺς ὀφθαλμούς. Τοιοῦτοι καὶ oi τὸν παραδεδωκότα ἑαυτὸν τῷ ἔρωτι τῆς 
Δαλιδᾶς [παραδεδωκότα — Δαλιδᾶς P : om. A B] Σαμψῶν ἐκτυφλώσαντες. 
Σύμβολον γὰρ οὗτοι τῶν ἀοράτων ὑπῆρχον δυνάμεων. 


P 5/Α 9/B 9 Αιδύμου Καὶ ἄλλως δέ [Καὶ ἄλλως δέ P : Καὶ ἄλλως A, Ἄλλως 
B]: Τινὲς ἐντρεχεῖς τὸν νοῦν οἴονται τῆς παρά τινος ἐπικουρίας μὴ δεῖσθαι 
τὸν χορηγὸν τῶν μαθημάτων πατέρα ἤτοι τὸν θεὸν ἢ τὸν τρόπον τῆς 
θείας παιδεύσεως ἀτιμάζοντες καὶ τῆς μητρὸς τὸ γῆρας ἐχούσης βίον [βίον 
correxi : οἷον P] ἀκηλίδωτον [καὶ τῆς μητρὸς — ἀκηλίδωτον P : om. A B], τῇ 
νοήσει ἑαυτοὺς ὑπεραναβαίνειν [ὑπεραναβαίνειν P : ὑπερβαίνειν A B] oió- 
μενοι [οἰόμενοι P™ A B, sed οἴονται P], οὓς πονηραὶ δυνάµεις διὰ κακίαν 
οὖσαι ἀκάθαρτοι ἐκκόπτουσί τε καὶ κατεσθίουσιν, οὐχ ὑψιπετεῖς, ἀλλ᾽ ἐκ 
φαράγγων. Oi μὲν ὡς σκοτεινοί, oi δὲ ὡς σαρκοβόροι τῇ τοῦ θεοῦ ὀργῇ 
ἐξυπηρετούμενοι. 


P 6/Α 10/8 10 Εὐαγρίου [Εὐαγρίου P : om. A B] Οὗτοι δὲ oi κόρακες τοὺς 
μὲν δικαίους τρέφουσι μυστικῶς, τοὺς δὲ τῆς κακίας [κακίας P : ἀδικίας A B] 
ἐξορύσσουσιν ὀφθαλμούς, διότι θεοῦ τοῦ πάντων πατρὸς κατεγέλασαν καὶ 
τὴν γεννῶσαν αὐτοὺς ἀρχαίαν γνῶσιν ἠτίμασαν. Καὶ τοὺς μὲν ἐξορύσσον- 
τας τοὺς ὀφθαλμοὺς τοῦ ἀσεβοῦς κόρακας εἶπε [εἶπε P A : ὠνόμασε B], 
τοὺς δὲ ὅλον αὐτὸν κατεσθίοντας ὠνόμασεν [ὠνόμασεν P A : ἐκάλεσεν B] 
ἀετούς, διὰ τὸ [τὸ A B : τοῦτο P] τοὺς μὲν τὴν µερικήν, τοὺς δὲ τὴν καθό- 
Xov κάθαρσιν πιστεύεσθαι [πιστεύεσθαι P : πεπιστεῦσθαι A B]. 


Chaîne de type II, recension C / Chaîne du Vatican 
(Cantabrigiensis, Trinity College O.1.55, f. 57" ; Vaticanus gr. 1802, f. 1107) 


C 3(« P 4)/V 12a [Ἄλλως hic add. V] Τὰ μὲν πρὸς ῥητὸν σαφῆ, τὰ δὲ πρὸς 
διάνοιαν οὕτως [Τὰ μὲν — οὕτως C : om. V]: ὅπερ ὀφθαλμὸς ἐν σώματι, 
τοῦτο ἡγεμονικὸν ἐν ψυχῇ, ὅπερ αἴτιον τοῦ ἁμαρτάνειν ἢ κατορθοῦν: τού- 
του τοῦ ὀφθαλμοῦ ἁπλοῦ ὄντος ὅλον τὸ σῶμα φωτεινὸν ἔσται, σκοτεινοῦ 
δὲ μετοχῇ τοῦ πατρὸς τῶν κακῶν, τοὐναντίον. Ἔστι γὰρ [γὰρ C : om. V] 
ὅτε τῆς ἀβύσσου τῶν τοῦ θεοῦ κριμάτων ἀλογεῖ καὶ τούτου μὲν ὡς ἀτελοῦς 
καταγελᾷ καὶ τὰς ἱερὰς αὐτοῦ διασύρει γραφάς, ἕτερον δὲ μὴ ὄντα ὡς ὄντα 
μυθεύει καὶ τὴν ἐκκλησίαν ἀτιμάζει πρὸς τῷ πατρὶ μητέρα οὖσαν, ἧς Σάρρα 
σύμβολον ἦν ἐπὶ γήρως γεννήσασα τῷ Ἀβραὰμ υἱόν. Τὸν δὲ τοιοῦτον ἐκκό- 
πτουσι πονηραί τινες ἐνέργειαι ταῖς κολάσεσιν ὑπηρετούμεναι. 


C 4(« P 5)/V 12b "H- Ἐπεί τινες κακεντρεχεῖς τὸν νοῦν οἴονται μὴ δεῖσθαι 
ἐπικουρίας καὶ τὸν χορηγὸν τῶν μαθημάτων ἤτοι πατέρα θεὸν ἀτιμάζουσι 
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τῇ παιδεύσει ἑαυτοὺς ὑπερβαίνειν οἰόμενοι, πονηραὶ δυνάμεις τούτους 
ἐκκόπτουσι καὶ κατεσθίουσιν, οὐχ ὑψιπετεῖς, ἀλλ᾽ ἐκ φαράγγων. Oi μὲν ὡς 
σκοτεινοί, οἱ δὲ ὡς σαρκοβόροι τῇ τοῦ θεοῦ ὀργῇ ἐξυπηρετούμενοι. 

Ca 5(« P 6)/V 12c Ἀλλὰ τοὺς μὲν ἐξορύσσοντας τοὺς ὀφθαλμοὺς τοῦ ἆσε- 
βοῦς κόρακας εἶπε, τοὺς δὲ ὅλον αὐτὸν κατεσθίοντας ἀετούς, διὰ τὸ τοὺς 
μὲν τὴν μερικήν, τοὺς δὲ τὴν καθόλου κάθαρσιν πεπιστεῦσθαι. 


Dans notre sélection de textes, les recensions A, B et C de la Chaine de 
type II s'accordent sur des spécificités textuelles bien remarquables : l'élimi- 
nation de kai ἐνενηκοντοῦτις (P 4), de παραδεδωκότα ἑαυτὸν τῷ ἔρωτι 
τῆς Δαλιδᾶς (P 4), de καὶ τῆς μητρὸς τὸ γῆρας ἐχούσης βίον ἀκηλίδωτον 
(P 5), la simplification d'un préverbe complexe en préverbe simple (ὕπερα- 
ναβαίνειν » ὑπερβαίνειν, P 5) et la transformation d'un infinitif présent en 
infinitif parfait (πιστεύεσθαι > πεπιστεῦσθαι, P 6). 

La recension C présente cependant des spécificités tout aussi remarquables. 
En liminaire de la piéce C 3(« P 4), elle comporte un lemme d'introduction 
que ne connaissent ni l’Épitomé athonite de Procope, ni les recensions A et 
B de la Chaine de type II (Τὰ μὲν πρὸς ῥητὸν σαφῆ, τὰ δὲ πρὸς διάνοιαν 
οὕτως). Au verbe composé καταλέγει de l'Épitomé athonite de Procope et 
des recensions A et B de la Chaine de type II correspond le verbe simple 
ἀλογεῖ dans la recension C. A la leçon ἧς μητρὸς οὔσης de l'Épitomé 
athonite correspond, dans les recensions A et B de la Chaine de type II, la 
leçon μητρὸς οὔσης ng, tandis que la recension C offre la leçon μητέρα 
οὖσαν ἧς. Seule contre le reste de la tradition, la recension C élimine les 
deux dernières phrases de la pièce P 4 (Κοράξ τις — δυνάμεων). Le lemme 
caténaire qui introduit la pièce P 5 est globalement le méme dans l'Épitomé 
athonite de Procope et dans les recensions A et B de la Chaine de type II 
(Καὶ ἄλλως δέ ; Kai ἄλλως ; Ἄλλως) : la recension C se singularise à 
nouveau par la leçon Ἤ. La recension C transforme la syntaxe de la pre- 
miére phrase de la piece P 5, oü la principale devient une subordonnée, la 
participiale circonstancielle une subordonnée coordonnée et la relative la 
principale (Τινές... οἴονται..., ἀτιμάζοντες..., οὕς... ἐκκόπτουσί τε καὶ 
κατεσθίουσιν > Ἐπεί τινες... οἴονται... καί... ἀτιμάζουσι, ... ἐκκόπτουσι 
καὶ κατεσθίουσιν). La recension C offre la legon κακεντρεχεῖς connotée 
négativement contre toutes les autres traditions qui retiennent la lecon iro- 
nique ἐντρεχεῖς. Pour finir, la recension C ne conserve que la seconde 
moitié de la piéce P 6 (Ἀλλά — πεπιστεῦσθαι). 

Or sur ces points, la Chaine de Cambridge s'accorde presque parfaitement 
avec la Chaîne du Vatican. Dans notre sélection de textes, la seule différence 
observée entre ces deux chaînes tient à l'élimination dans la Chaîne du 
Vatican de la phrase introduisant la piéce P 4 dans la Chaine de Cambridge 
et, au méme endroit, à celle d'un γάρ dans la proposition Ἔστι γὰρ ὅτε. 
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S'agissant de la source chrysostomienne, les rédactions offertes par la 
Chaine de Cambridge et la Chaine du Vatican s'accordent contre la tradi- 
tion « directe » du Commentaire de l'Antiochien, comme le prouvent deux 
exemples sur Prou. 30, 19-20 et 30, 29-31, les pièces C 14(= V 29) et C 
25(= V 60) : 


Chaîne de Cambridge / Chaîne du Vatican 
(Cantabrigiensis, Trinity College O.1.55, f. 58" ; Vaticanus gr. 1802, f. 112") 


C 14(= V 29) Ἄλλος [Ἄλλος C : Ἄλλως V]: Ταῦτα πάντα σωφροσύνης εἰσὶ 
παιδευτικά: ὥσπερ γὰρ ἀλλαχοῦ τὴν πορνείαν σκώπτει, οὕτω κἀνταῦθα. 
Τίνος δὲ ἕνεκέν φησιν ὅτι [ὅτι C : om. V] ἀκατάληπτον τὸ πρᾶγμα βουλό- 
μενος ἡμᾶς εἰς σωφροσύνην ἀγαγεῖν ; Δεῖ, φησί, τοσαύτην ἐπιδείκνυσθαι 
σωφροσύνην ὡς μηδὲ πονηρὰν ὑποψίαν λαβεῖν. Οὐκ ἔνι γὰρ λοιπὸν ἆπο- 
νίψασθαι, ἀλλ᾽ ἀνάγκη τοῖς ὑπευθύνοις ἴσως διακεῖσθαι. Παρακαλεῖ οὖν τοὺς 
νέους διδασκάλους ἔχειν ἅτε τεθορυβημένης τῆς φύσεως καὶ ταραχώδους 
οὔσης τῆς ἡλικίας, ὅτι μάταιος À πρᾶξις αὐτῶν: οὐδὲν πεπηγὸς οὐδὲ μένον, 
οὐδὲν ἴχνος τοῦ βίου καταλείπεται. 


Commentaire de Jean Chrysostome, tradition « directe » (éd. G. Bady!°) 


« "Iyvog ἀετοῦ πετομένου καὶ ὁδοὺς ὄφεως ἐπὶ πέτρας καὶ τρίβους νηὸς 
ποντοφορούσης καὶ ὁδοὺς ἀνδρὸς ἐν νεότητι » Ταῦτα πάντα σωροσύνης 
παιδευτικά. « Τοιαύτη ὁδὸς γυναικὸς μοιχαλίδος, N, ὅταν πράξῃ, ἄπονιψα- 
μένη οὐδέν φησι πεπραχέναι ἄτοπον » Ὥσπερ ἐκεῖ τὴν πορνείαν κόπτει, 
οὕτω καὶ ἐνταῦθα. Τίνος οὖν ἕνεκεν τοῦτό φησιν, ὅτι ἀκατάληπτον τὸ 
πρᾶγμα ; Apa βουλόμενος ἡμᾶς εἰς σωφροσύνην ἀγαγεῖν ; Πάνυ: δεῖ γὰρ 
τοσαύτην ἐπιδείκνυσθαι σωφροσύνην, ὣς μηδὲ πονηρὰν ὑποψίαν λαβεῖν. 
“Ate σὺ ἁπλῆ ὀφθεῖσα, οὐκ ἔνι λοιπὸν ἀπονίψασθαί ποτε, παρὸν ἀνῃρῆσ- 
θαι, ἀλλ᾽ ἀνάγκη ταῖς ὑπευθύνοις ἴσως διακεῖσθαι. Καὶ παρακαλῶν τοὺς 
νέους διδασκάλους ἔχειν ἅτε τεθορυβημένης τῆς φύσεως καὶ ταραχώδους 
οὔσης τῆς ἡλικίας, ὅτι μάταιος À πρᾶξις αὐτῶν: οὐδὲν πεπηγὸς οὐδὲ μένον, 
οὐδὲν « ἴχνος » τοῦ βίου καταλείπεται. 


Chaîne de Cambridge / Chaîne du Vatican 
(Cantabrigiensis, Trinity College O.1.55, f. 61" ; Vaticanus gr. 1802, f. 116") 


C 25(= V 60) Δοκεῖ μοι τὸ γαῦρον καταστέλλειν ἐνταῦθα: καὶ γὰρ ô λέων 
γαῦρος μηδὲν καταπτήσσων. Καὶ ô ἀλέκτωρ ἐν ταῖς θηλείαις μέγα φρονεῖ. 
Ἀλλὰ σὺ μὴ μεγαλοφρόνει [μεγαλοφρόνει CP V : μεγὰ φρόνει C*]- ô μὲν 
σώματι κρατεῖ, ὃ δὲ φύσει, 6 δὲ βασιλεὺς [ô δὲ βασιλεὺς C : 6 δὲ Vt -ε 6 
βασιλεὺς V™] συνέσει: οὐ γὰρ δὴ κατὰ τὰ ἄλογα σωματικῶς καὶ φυσικῶς 
δεῖ κρατεῖν, ἀλλὰ λόγῳ καὶ πειθοῖ: ὃ γὰρ ἐκείνῳ μὲν ἢ ἰσχύς, τούτῳ δὲ ἢ 
φύσις, τοῦτο τοῦ βασιλέως τὸ λογικόν: τερπνὸν γὰρ ἰδεῖν θέαμα βασιλέα 
σοφόν. 


19 G. ΒΑΡΥ, Le commentaire inédit sur les Proverbes attribué ἃ Jean Chrysostome. Intro- 
duction, édition critique et traduction, thése de doctorat sous la direction de M. Alexandre 
soutenue à Lyon en 2003, p. 370. 
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Commentaire de Jean Chrysostome, tradition « directe » (éd. G. Bady”) 
« Τρία δέ ἐστιν, ἃ εὐόδως πορεύεται, καὶ τὸ τέταρτον, ὃ καλῶς διαβαίνει: 
σκύμνος λέοντος ἰσχυρότερος κτηνῶν » Ἐμοὶ δοκεῖ τὸ γαῦρον καταστέλ- 
Lew: καὶ γὰρ ô λέων γαῦρος, « ὃς οὐκ ἀποστρέφει οὐδὲ καταπτήσσει κτῆ- 
voc ». « Καὶ ἀλέκτωρ ἐμπεριπατῶν ἐν θηλείαις εὔψυχος καὶ τράγος ἑπό- 
μενος αἰπολίου » Ἐν τοῖς οἰκείοις κακοῖς ὃ ἀλέκτωρ, φησίν, GAA’ ὥσπερ 
οὗτος ἐν τοῖς οἰκείοις, οὕτω καὶ σὺ ἐν ἀνθρώποις μὴ μέγα φρόνει, φησίν. 
Τί δὲ εὐτελέστερον ἀλεκτρύονος ; Ἄλλ᾽ ἐπὶ τῆς οἰκείας ἀρχῆς μέγα φρο- 
νεῖ. Ὁ μὲν σώματι κρατεῖ, ὃ δὲ φύσει, 6 δὲ συνέσει: οὐ γὰρ δὴ κατὰ τὰ 
ἄλογα σωματικῶς καὶ φυσικῶς δεῖ κρατεῖν, ἀλλὰ λόγῳ καὶ πειθοῖ: ὅπερ γὰρ 
ἐκείνῳ μὲν N ἰσχύς, τούτῳ δὲ ἢ φύσις, τοῦτο τοῦ βασιλέως τὸ λογικόν: διὰ 
τοῦτό φησιν: « καὶ βασιλεὺς δημηγορῶν ἐν ἔθνει », τερπνὸν ἰδεῖν θέαμα. 


En somme, l'accord entre la Chaine du Vatican et la Chaine de Cam- 
bridge, soit la recension C de la Chaine de type IL, est parfait s'agissant à la 
fois de la source de type II et de la source chrysostomienne. Il se pourrait 
d'ailleurs que, comme la recension A de la Chaîne de type Il, la Chaine de 
Cambridge soit elle aussi rapportée par le caténiste de la Chaine du Vatican 
à Procope lui-méme. On a en effet relevé depuis longtemps la présence assez 
réguliére d'un lemme d'attribution singulier, Προκοπίου, dans les marges 
de la Chaine du Vatican à partir du f. 1181. Or les deux premiéres pieces 
attribuées à Procope dans cette tradition, respectivement aux ff. 118" et 118" 
(sur Prou. 31, 6 et 31, 8), correspondent à deux blocs puisés sans la moindre 
ambiguité par la Chaine du Vatican à la Chaine de Cambridge : 


Chaîne du Vatican / Chaîne de Cambridge 

(Vaticanus gr. 1802, f. 1185 ; Cantabrigiensis, Trinity College O.1.55, f. 62") 
(= Chrysostome) Προκοπίου [Προκοπίου V : om. C] Ἐπιτήδειον μέθη τοῖς 
λυπουμένοις: τὴν γὰρ κατεψυγμένην ψυχὴν ἐκθερμαίνεσθαι χρή, οὐχὶ τὸν 
ἄρχοντα τύφου γέμοντα, τῆς ἀπὸ τῆς ἀρχῆς θερμασίας ἀρκούσης αὐτῷ. | 
(= Procope) “H: Νῦν λύπην εἶπε τὸν πόνον óc ἐν τῷ: « Ἡ γὰρ κατὰ θεὸν λύπη 
μετάνοιαν εἰς σωτηρίαν ἀμεταμέλητον κατεργάζεται ». | (© Procope) Καὶ à 
μεθυσθεὶς ἀπὸ τῆς πιότητος τοῦ οἴκου κυρίου ἐπιλανθάνεται τῶν ὀδυνῶν. | 
(= Procope) Ἀλλὰ καὶ τοῖς ὑπὲρ κτήσεως ἀρετῆς ὀδυνωμένοις μέθην χρὴ 
διδόναι τὴν σώφρονα, ἵν᾽ ὑπέρτεροι τῶν σωματικῶν ἀσθενειῶν γένωνται. 

(= Chrysostome) Προκοπίου [Προκοπίου V : om. C] Οὐ γὰρ ἀρκεῖ τὸ μὴ 
πίνειν, ἀλλ᾽ ἄνωθεν χρὴ κριτὴν [κριτὴν V : τὴν sed κριτὴν post corr. C] 
ἔχειν τῆς σοφίας τοῦ διακρῖναι πένητα καὶ ἀσθενῆ. 


La correspondance parfaite dans la Chaine du Vatican entre les blocs 
précédés du lemme d'attribution Προκοπίου et le texte fourni par la Chaine 
de Cambridge pourrait montrer — l'enquéte est naturellement à étendre — que 
le caténiste de la Chaine du Vatican attribue à « Procope » la compilation 
de Cambridge. Nous avons dit en introduction que la perte des premiers 


20 ΒΑΡΥ, Commentaire inédit [voir n. 19], p. 375. 
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folios de l'unique témoin conservé de cette chaine nous prive de son titre, 
mais l’on sait que la Chaîne de type II dans sa recension A emprunte le sien 
à l'Épitomé de Procope : Προκοπίου Χριστιανοῦ Σοφιστοῦ τῶν εἰς τὰς 
Παροιμίας Σολομῶντος ἐξηγητικῶν ἐκλογῶν ἐπιτομή. La mention du 
nom de Procope dans la Chaine du Vatican laisserait donc à penser que la 
Chaine de Cambridge a elle aussi conservé le titre de l'Épitomé de Procope, 
malgré l'insertion d'une source chrysostomienne. 


LES PIECES CHRYSOSTOMIENNES D'ORIGINE NON IDENTIFIÉE 
DANS LA CHAÍNE DU VATICAN 


Par ses sources caténaires — Épitomé de Procope et Chaîne de Copen- 
hague --, par l'endroit de leur insertion et par des accords sur des contenus 
spécifiques, la Chaine de Cambridge apparait comme une nouvelle rédaction 
de la Chaine de type II qui, comme les recensions A et B jusqu'alors iden- 
tifiées, présente des textes supplémentaires que la tradition directe des Scho- 
lies d'Évagre et les autres traditions caténaires interdisent de réduire à des 
interpolations secondaires dues à la main d'un caténiste ou d'un recenseur 
de chaine. Ainsi, les recensions A, B et C de la Chaine de type II, telles que 
nous les conserve la tradition manuscrite, sont des témoignages indépen- 
dants de ce qu'était la forme longue originale de la Chaine de type II, 
aujourd'hui perdue, et peut conserver ici ou là un « meilleur » état du texte 
de l'Épitomé de Procope que celui que nous conservent à l’état isolé les 
manuscrits athonites. La recension C se singularise des recensions A et B 
en ce qu'elle insére à des moments de seuil des piéces puisées à une source 
chrysostomienne. Et l'on peut affirmer avec la plus grande certitude que la 
Chaine du Vatican puise spécifiquement à la recension C de la Chaine de 
type II, et encore à un état de cette source trés proche de la Chaine de Cam- 
bridge telle qu'elle est parvenue jusqu'à nous. 

En somme, dans la Chaine du Vatican, la Chaine de type II et le Commen- 
taire de Jean Chrysostome ne constituent pas deux sources indépendantes, 
mais bien une seule et unique source : la Chaine de Cambridge qui les asso- 
ciait préalablement. Nous ne voudrions cependant pas donner l'impression 
que la Chaine de Cambridge est la seule source du matériel chrysostomien 
transmis par la Chaine du Vatican. En effet, celle-ci transmet, pour l'échan- 
tillon qui est le nótre, plusieurs piéces chrysostomiennes qui pour une part 
ne correspondent pas à la rédaction qui est la leur dans la Chaine de Cam- 
bridge (V 33b/34/35 ne correspondent pas à C 15 ; V 39 ne correspond pas 
à C 17/18) et pour une autre la redoublent (V 14 redouble V 29(= Ca 14) ; 
V 51b/52 redoublent V 60(= C 25)). Elles sont reproduites ci-dessous, en 
regard, le cas échéant, des pieces chrysostomiennes transmises par les autres 
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traditions utiles à l'étude généalogique (Chaine de Cambridge, tradition 
« directe » du Commentaire sur les Proverbes de Jean Chrysostome 
et Chaine de type I) : 


1) piéces V 33b/34/35 (sur Prou. 30, 21-23) ne correspondant pas à C 15 


Chaine du Vatican 
(Vaticanus gr. 1802, ff. 1127-1135) 


V 33a Χρυσοστόμου [...] | V 33b Kai μὴν αὐτὸς εἶπας ὅτι οἰκέτης ἄρξει 
δεσποτῶν ἀφρόνων. Ἀλλ᾽ ἐνταῦθα οὐχὶ τὸν συνετὸν οἰκέτην φησίν, ἀλλ’ 
ἁπλῶς οἰκέτην, ἐπειδὴ παρὰ τὴν ἀξίαν πράττει τινὰ ἀνοίᾳ: κἀκεῖνοί εἶσιν 
αἴτιοι oi χειροτονήσαντες αὐτόν, ἀλλ᾽ οὐκ οἶδε, φησίν, ὅπως τῇ ἀρχῇ χρή- 
σεται: εἰ γὰρ τοὺς ἐλευθερίως τραφέντας ἐκτραχηλίζει τὸ πρᾶγμα, πολλῷ 
μᾶλλον τούτους: οὐδὲν οὕτω πρὸς ἀρχὴν ἐπιτήδειον ὡς τὸ ταπεινοφρονεῖν: 
ἐβασίλευσεν οἰκέτης ὃ Ἱεροβοὰμ καὶ ὅρα ὅσα κακὰ πεποίηκεν, ἃ οὐδεὶς 
τῶν πρὸ αὐτοῦ καὶ μετ᾽ αὐτόν, καὶ τὸ τέλος ἔδειξεν. 


V 34 Ὁρᾷς ὅτι τούτοις χαλινός τίς ἐστι, τὸ μὲν ἢ δουλεία, τὸ δὲ ἢ ἔνδεια ; 
Τὸ δὲ κρατήσει δεσποτῶν ἀφρόνων οὐ τοῦτό φησιν ὅτι γενόμενος ἐλεύθε- 
ρος, ἀλλὰ μένων δοῦλος: οὕτω γὰρ αὐτῷ καὶ ἡ ἀρετὴ διατηρηθῆναι δυνήσε- 
ται, ὥστε κἂν βασιλεὺς À τὸ πᾶν ἀπώλεσε ; Σφαλερὸν γὰρ καὶ À τρυφὴ τῷ 
ἄφρονι, φησὶν ó Ἱεζεκιήλ. « Καὶ οἰκέτις ἐὰν ἐκβάλῃ τὴν ἑαυτῆς κυρίαν »: 
ὅσῳ γὰρ τὸ γένος τοῦ γένους ἀσθενέστερον, τοσούτῳ καὶ τὸ πρᾶγμα. 


V 35 Τίνος ἕνεκεν ; Πόλεμος χαλεπὸς καὶ θόρυβος καὶ ταραχή, ὅταν ô μὲν 
φιλῇ καὶ τιμᾷ καὶ αἰδῆται, ἐκείνη δὲ τοῖς τρόποις ἀποκέχρηται: εἰ γὰρ τὴν 
ἀγαθὴν σωφρονίζεσθαι δεῖ καὶ μυστήριον ἔχειν ἄνδρα, καθὼς Παῦλός φησιν: 
« Ἡ δὲ γυνὴ ἵνα φοβῆται τὸν ἄνδρα », πόσα ἐργάζεται δεινὰ À μὴ τοιαύτη. 
Οὐκ εἶπεν ἐὰν τύχῃ φρονίμου, ἀλλ᾽ εὔνου [φρονίμου... εὔνου correxi : φρό- 
νιμος... εὔνους V]. 


Chaine de Cambridge 
(Cantabrigiensis, Trinity College O.1.55, f. 59") 


C 15 Kai μὴν αὐτὸς εἶπας ὅτι οἰκέτης ἄρξει δεσποτῶν ἀφρόνων. 
Ἀλλ᾽ ἐνταῦθα οὐχὶ τὸν συνετὸν οἰκέτην φησίν, ἀλλ᾽ ἁπλῶς οἰκέτην, ἐπεὶ 
παρὰ τὴν ἀξίαν πράττει τινὰ ἀνοίᾳ -- κἀκεῖνοί εἶσιν αἴτιοι οἱ χειροτονήσα- 
ντες: οὐκ οἶδε, φησί, πῶς τῇ ἀρχῇ χρήσεται: εἰ γὰρ τοὺς ἐλευθερίως τρα- 
φέντας ἐκτραχηλίζει τὸ πρᾶγμα, πολλῷ μᾶλλον τούτους: οὐδὲν ἄρα οὕτω 
πρὸς ἀρχὴν ἐπιτήδειον ὡς TO ταπεινοφρονεῖν. Ἐβασίλευσεν οἰκέτης ὃ 
Ἱεροβοὰμ καὶ ὅρα ὅσα κακὰ πεποίηκε καὶ οἷα οὐδεὶς τῶν πρὸ αὐτοῦ καὶ μετ᾽ 
αὐτόν. « Καὶ ἀνὴρ ἄφρων ὅταν πλησθῇ σιτίων »: δρᾷς ὅτι τούτοις χαλινός 
τίς ἐστι, τῷ μὲν f] δουλεία, τῷ δὲ ἡ ἔνδεια ; Σφαλερὸν yàp N τρυφὴ τῷ 
ἄφρονι. « Καὶ οἰκέτις ἐὰν ἐκβάλῃ τὴν ἑαυτῆς κυρίαν »: ὅσῳ γὰρ τὸ γένος 
τοῦ γένους ἀσθενέστερον, τοσοῦτον καὶ τὸ πρᾶγμα. « Καὶ γυνὴ μισητὴ ἐὰν 
τύχῃ ἀνδρὸς ἀγαθοῦ »: τίνος ἕνεκεν ; Πόλεμος χαλεπὸς καὶ θόρυβος, 
φησίν, ὅταν ὃ μὲν φιλῇ καὶ τιμᾷ καὶ αἰδῆται, f] δὲ ἀποκέχρηται αὐτοῦ τοῖς 
τρόποις: εἰ γὰρ τὴν ἀγαθὴν σωφρονίζεσθαι δεῖ, καθὼς καὶ 6 Παῦλος: « Ἡ 
δὲ γυνὴ ἵνα φοβῆται τὸν ἄνδρα », πόσα ἐργάσεται δεινὰ N μὴ τοιαύτη. 
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Commentaire de Jean Chrysostome, tradition « directe » 
(éd. G. Bady?!) 


« Ἐὰν οἰκέτης βασιλεύσῃ, καὶ ἄφρων πλησθῇ σιτίων, καὶ οἰκέτις ἐκβάλλῃ 
τὴν ἑαυτῆς κυρίαν, καὶ μισητὴ γυνὴ ἐὰν τύχῃ ἀνδρὸς ἀγαθοῦ » Καὶ μὴν 
αὐτὸς εἶπες ὅτι « οἰκέτης » ἄρξει « δεσποτῶν ἀφρόνων ». Ἀλλ᾽ ἐνταῦθα 
οὐχὶ τὸν συνετὸν οἰκέτην φησίν, ἀλλ᾽ ἁπλῶς οἰκέτην, ἐπειδὴ παρὰ τὴν 
ἀξίαν πράττει τινὰ ἀνοίᾳ [ἀνοίᾳ correxi : ἄνοια Bady] -- κἀκεῖνοί εἶσιν 
αἴτιοι οἱ χειροτονήσαντες αὐτόν: οὐκ οἶδεν, φησίν, ὅπως τῇ ἀρχῇ χρήση- 
ται. Εἰ γὰρ τοὺς ἐλευθερίως τραφέντας ἐκτραχηλίζει τὸ πρᾶγμα, πολλῷ 
μᾶλλον τούτους. Οὐδὲν οὕτως πρὸς ἀρχὴν ἐπιτήδειον ὡς τὸ ταπεινοφρο- 
νεῖν. Ἐβασίλευσεν οἰκέτης ὃ Ἱεροβοὰμ καὶ ὅρα ὅσα κακὰ πεποίηκεν, ἃ 
οὐδεὶς τῶν πρὸ αὐτοῦ καὶ μετ᾽ αὐτὸν καὶ τὸ τέλος ἔδειξεν. « Καὶ ἀνὴρ 
ἄφρων ὅταν πλησθῇ σιτίων » Ὁρᾷς ὅτι τούτοις χαλινός τίς ἐστιν, τῷ μὲν 
fj δουλεία, τῷ δὲ ἡ ἔνδεια ; Τὸ δὲ « κρατήσει δεσποτῶν ἀφρόνων » οὐ 
τοῦτό φησιν ὅτι γενόμενος ἐλεύθερος, ἀλλὰ μένων δοῦλος: οὕτω γὰρ αὐτῷ 
καὶ f| ἀρετὴ διατηρηθῆναι δυνήσεται, ὥστε κἂν « βασιλεὺς » τὸ πᾶν ἀπώ- 
λεσεν ; Σφαλερὸν γὰρ καὶ f| τρυφὴ τῷ ἄφρονι, φησίν, ὅτι τοῦτό φησιν καὶ 
ὃ Ἰεζεκιήλ. « Καὶ οἰκέτις ἐὰν ἐκβάλῃ τὴν ἑαυτῆς κυρίαν »: ὅσῳ γὰρ τὸ 
γένος τοῦ γένους ἀσθενέστερον, τοσούτῳ καὶ τὸ πρᾶγμα. « Καὶ γυνὴ 
μισητὴ ἐὰν τύχῃ ἀνδρὸς ἀγαθοῦ » Τίνος ἕνεκεν ; Πόλεμος χαλεπὸς καὶ 
θόρυβος καὶ ταραχή, ὅταν ὃ μὲν φιλῇ καὶ τιμᾷ καὶ αἰδῆται, ἐκείνη δὲ τοῖς 
τρόποις ἀποκέχρηται: εἰ γὰρ τὴν ἀγαθὴν σωφρονίζεσθαι δεῖ καὶ μυστήριον 
ἔχειν ἄνδρα, καθὼς Παῦλός φησιν: « H δὲ γυνὴ ἵνα φοβῆται τὸν ἄνδρα», 
πόσα ἐργάσεται δεινὰ ἢ μὴ τοιαύτη. Οὐκ εἶπεν « ἐὰν τύχῃ φρονίμου », 
ἀλλ᾽ « εὔνου ». 


Chaîne de type I 
(Venetus, Marcianus gr. Z. 21, f. 70") 


Ἄλλος: « Ἐὰν οἰκέτης βασιλεύσῃ » Kai μὴν αὐτὸς εἶπας ὅτι οἰκέτης ἄρξῃ 
δεσποτῶν ἀφρόνων. Ἀλλ᾽ ἐνταῦθα οὐχὶ τὸν συνετὸν οἰκέτην φησίν, ἀλλ᾽ 
ἁπλῶς οἰκέτην, ἐπειδὴ παρὰ τὴν ἀξίαν πράττει τινὰ ἀνοίᾳ -- κἀκεῖνοί εἶσιν 
αἴτιοι oi χειροτονήσαντες αὐτόν. Οὐκ οἶδε, φησί, ὅπως τῇ ἀρχῇ χρήσεται. 
Εἰ γὰρ τοὺς ἐλευθερίως τραφέντας ἐκτραχηλίζει τὸ πρᾶγμα, πολλῷ μᾶλλον 
τούτους: οὐδὲν γὰρ οὕτω πρὸς ἀρχὴν ἐπιτήδειον ὡς ταπεινοφροσύνη. Ἔβα- 
σίλευσεν οἰκέτης Ἱεροβοὰμ καὶ ὅρα ὅσα κακὰ πεποίηκεν, ἃ οὐδεὶς τῶν πρὸ 
αὐτοῦ καὶ τῶν HET’ αὐτόν, καὶ τὸ τέλος ἔδειξεν. 


2) piéce V 39 (sur Prou. 30, 24-25) ne correspondant pas à C 17/18 


Chaine du Vatican 
(Vaticanus gr. 1802, ff. 113"-114") 
V 39 Χρυσοστόμου Λέγει περὶ τῆς κτίσεως, ἵνα μὴ πρὸς τὴν εὐτέλειαν τῆς 
κατασκευῆς ἴδῃς τῆς σωματικῆς. Ὅρα πῶς πείθει μὴ πρὸς τὰ αἰσθητὰ ἐπτό- 
ησθαι: οἷά ἐστι σοφώτερα τῶν σοφῶν, οὐχὶ τῶν ἀνθρώπων, ἀλλὰ τῶν ζῴων 


31 ΒΑΡΥ, Commentaire inédit [voir n. 19], pp. 371-372. 


148 


MEREDITH DANEZAN 


τῶν ἀλόγων τῶν μεγάλων ταῦτα σοφίᾳ κρατεῖ. Ὅρα πῶς προνοητικὸς τοῦ 
μέλλοντος ὃ μύρμηξ, πῶς οὐ ῥᾳθυμεῖ καίτοι τοῦ καιροῦ κελεύοντος τοῦ 
θέρους, πῶς τὴν ἀπὸ τῆς φύσεως ἀσθένειαν διορθοῦται τῇ προνοίᾳ. Διὰ γὰρ 
τοῦτο ἐν τοῖς ἀσθενέσι μεμαθηκέναι τὴν σοφίαν, ἵνα μὴ ἐκ παντὸς τρόπου 
τὰ σωματικὰ σὺ ζητῇς: εἰ γὰρ ἦν ἰσχυρόν, οὐκ ἂν ἔφανη ἢ σοφία. « Καὶ οἳ 
χοιρογρύλλιοι, ἔθνος οὐκ ἰσχυρόν »: οὐχ ἁπλῶς ἐφ᾽ ἑκάστου μέμνηται τῆς 
ἀσθενείας, ἀλλ᾽ ἵνα δείξῃ τῆς σοφίας τὴν ἰσχύν, κἀκείνους μὲν ἀπὸ τῆς 
τροφῆς, τούτους δὲ ἀπὸ τῆς οἰκήσεως, τελείως ἀνάλωτα καὶ τούτοις τὰ 
καταγώγια λέγει. « Ἀβασίλευτον ἢ ἀκρίς » Ἐνταῦθα τὰ πολιτικά, τὸ πει- 
θήνιον, τὸ δμονοητικόν, τὸ κινητικόν, τὸ τῆς συμφωνίας τῆς ἀφάτου: ταῦτα 
γὰρ ἡμῶν συνέχει τὴν ζωὴν τροφή, οἴκησις, στρατεία. Ops; Ὥσπερ 
ἀσθενῆ ἐκεῖνα, οὕτω καὶ ταῦτα ἄναρχα καὶ οὐδὲν παρεβλάβη, ἀλλ᾽ ἐν τῇ 
φύσει τὴν εὐταξίαν ἔχει. Οὐκ ἄν τις ἁμάρτοι καὶ τῶν ἀνθρώπων ταῦτα 
σοφώτερα εἰπὼν κατὰ τοῦτο, πῶς διατηρεῖ τὴν εὐταξίαν. « Καὶ ἀσκαλαβώ- 
της χερσὶν ἐρειδόμενος » Ὁμωρόφιον τοῖς κρατοῦσίν ἐστι, φησί, τὸ ζῷον 
τοῦτο τὸ εὐάλωτον καὶ οὐδεὶς λυμαίνεται τοῦτον. 


Chaine de Cambridge 
(Cantabrigiensis, Trinity College O.1.55, ff. 59"-60") 


C 17 Λέγει περὶ τῆς κτίσεως, ἵνα μὴ πρὸς τὴν εὐτέλειαν τῆς σωματικῆς 
ἴδῃς κατασκευῆς, ἅμα δὲ καὶ παιδεύει μὴ πρὸς τὰ αἰσθητὰ ἐπτοῆσθαι. 
Σοφώτερα δὲ τῶν σοφῶν οὐ τῶν ἀνθρώπων φησίν, ἀλλὰ τῶν ζῴων τῶν ἀλό- 
γῶν: τῶν γὰρ μεγάλων ταῦτα σοφίᾳ κρατεῖ. 


ς 18 Ὅρα, φησί, πῶς προνοητικὸν τοῦ μέλλοντος ὃ μύρμηξ, πῶς οὐ ῥᾳθυ- 
μεῖ καίτοι τοῦ καιροῦ κελεύοντος ῥᾳθυμεῖν, πῶς τῆς φύσεως τὴν ἀσθένειαν 
διορθοῦται τῇ προνοίᾳ. Διὰ γὰρ τοῦτο ἐν τοῖς μικροῖς ἐνέθηκε τὴν σοφίαν, 
ἵνα σὺ μὴ ζητῇς ἐκ παντὸς τρόπου τὰ σωματικά: ei γὰρ ἦν ἰσχυρόν, οὐκ ἂν 
ἔφανη à σοφία. « Καὶ οἱ χοιρογρύλλιοι, ἔθνος οὐκ ἰσχυρόν »: οὐχ ἁπλῶς 
ἐφ᾽ ἑκάστῳ μέμνηται τῆς ἀσθενείας, ἀλλ᾽ ἵνα δείξῃ τῆς σοφίας τὴν ἰσχύν, 
κἀκείνους μὲν ἀπὸ τῆς προνοίας ἐπαινεῖ καὶ τροφῆς, τούτους δὲ ἀπὸ τῆς 
οἰκήσεως, τέλεως ἀνάλωτα καὶ τούτοις τὰ καταγώγια λέγων. Διὰ δὲ τῆς 
ἀκρίδος περὶ τοῦ πολιτικοῦ λέγει, τοῦ πειθηνίου, τῆς ὁμονοίας, τῆς ovy- 
φωνίας: ταῦτα γὰρ ἡμῶν συνέχει τὴν ζωὴν τροφή, οἴκησις, στρατεία. 
Ὁρᾷς ; Ὥσπερ ἐκεῖνα ἀσθενῆ, οὕτω καὶ ταῦτα ἄναρχα καὶ οὐδὲν παρε- 
βλάβη, ἀλλ᾽ ἐν τῇ φύσει τὴν εὐταξίαν ἔχει. Οὐκ ἄν τις ἁμάρτοι σοφώτερα 
ταῦτα καὶ τῶν ἀνθρώπων εἰπὼν κατὰ τὸ διατηρεῖν εὐταξίαν. Ὁ δὲ ἀσκαλα- 
βώτης τὸ εὐάλωτόν φησι ζῷον: ὁμωρόφιόν ἐστι τοῖς κρατοῦσι καὶ οὐδεὶς 
λυμαίνεται τοῦτο. 


Commentaire de Jean Chrysostome, tradition « directe » 
(éd. G. Bady?) 


« Τέσσερά ἐστιν ἐλάχιστα ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς, ταῦτα δέ ἐστιν σοφώτερα τῶν 
σοφῶν: οἱ μύρμηκες, οἷς μὴ ἔστιν ἰσχὺς καὶ ἑτοιμάζονται θέρους τὴν τροφήν » 
Λέγει περὶ τῆς κτίσεως, ἵνα μὴ πρὸς τὴν εὐτέλειαν τῆς κατασκευῆς ἴδῃς 
τῆς σωματικῆς. Ὅρα πῶς πείθει μὴ πρὸς τὰ αἰσθητὰ ἐπτόησθαι: θεῖά ἐστιν, 
« σοφώτερα τῶν σοφῶν », οὐχὶ τῶν ἀνθρώπων, ἀλλὰ τῶν ζῴων τῶν ἀλόγων 


? ΒΑΡΥ, Commentaire inédit [voir n. 19], pp. 373-374. 
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τῶν μεγάλων ταῦτα σοφίᾳ κρατεῖ. Ὅρα πῶς προνοητικὸν τοῦ μέλλοντος ὃ 
μύρμηξ, πῶς οὐ ῥᾳθυμεῖ καίτοι τοῦ καιροῦ κελεύοντος τὸ ῥᾳθυμεῖν τοῦ 
θέρους, πῶς τὴν ἀπὸ τῆς φύσεως ἀσθένειαν διορθοῦται τῇ προνοίᾳ. Διὰ γὰρ 
τοῦτο ἐν τοῖς ἀσθενέσι μεμάθηκε τὴν σοφίαν, ἵνα μὴ ἐκ παντὸς τρόπου τὰ 
σωματικὰ σὺ ζητῇς: εἰ γὰρ ἦν ἰσχυρόν, οὐκ ἂν ἔφανη σοφία. « Καὶ οἳ 
χοιρογρύλλιοι, ἔθνος οὐκ ἰσχυρόν, οἳ ἐποιήσαντο ἐν πέτραις τοὺς ξαυτῶν 
οἴκους » Οὐχ ἁπλῶς ἐφ᾽ ἑκάστου μέμνηται τῆς ἀσθενείας, ἀλλ᾽ ἵνα δείξῃ 
τῆς σοφίας τὴν ἰσχύν, κἀκείνους μὲν ἀπὸ τῆς τροφῆς, τούτους δὲ ἀπὸ τῆς 
οἰκήσεως, ἢ τέλεως ἀνάλωτα καὶ τούτοις τὰ καταγώγια λέγων. « Ἄβασί- 
λευτόν ἐστιν N ἀκρὶς καὶ στρατοπεδεύει ἀφ᾽ ἑνὸς κελεύσματος εὐτάκτως » 
Ἐνταῦθα τὸ πολιτικόν, τὸ πειθήνιον, τὸ ὁμονοητικόν, τὸ κινητικόν, τὸ τῆς 
συμφωνίας τῆς ἀφάτου: ταῦτα γὰρ ἡμῶν συνέχει τὴν ζωὴν τροφή, οἴκησις, 
στρατεία. « Ἀβασίλευτόν ἐστιν ἢ ἀκρίς » Ὅρᾷς ; Ὥσπερ ἐκεῖνα ἀσθενῆ, 
οὕτω καὶ ταῦτα ἄναρχα καὶ οὐδὲν παρεβλάβη, ἀλλ᾽ ἐν τῇ φύσει τὴν εὗτα- 
tiav ἔχει. Οὐκ ἄν τις ἁμάρτοι καὶ τῶν ἀνθρώπων ταῦτα σοφώτερα εἰπὼν 
κατὰ τοῦτο, πῶς διατηρεῖ τὴν εὐταξίαν. « Καὶ ἀσκαλαβώτης χερσὶν ἐρει- 
δόμενος τοίχῳ καὶ εὐανάλωτος ὢν κατοικεῖ ἐν ὀχυρώμασι βασιλέως » 
Ὁμαρόφιον τοῖς κρατοῦσίν ἐστιν, φησίν, τὸ ζῷον τοῦτο τὸ εὐάλωτον καὶ 
οὐδεὶς λυμαίνεται τοῦτο. 


3) piece V 14 (sur Prou. 30, 19-20) redoublant dans la Chaîne du Vatican 
la piece V 29(= C 14) 


Chaine du Vatican 
(Vaticanus gr. 1802, f. 110") 


V 14 Χρυσοστόμου Ταῦτα πάντα σωφροσύνης παιδευτικά. « Τοιαύτη ὁδὸς 
γυναικὸς μοιχαλίδος »: ὥσπερ ἐκείνη τὴν πορνείαν κρύπτει, οὕτω καὶ 
ἐνταῦθα. Τίνος οὖν ἕνεκεν τοῦτό φησιν ὅτι ἀκατάληπτον τὸ πρᾶγμα. Bov- 
λόμενος ἡμᾶς εἰς σωφροσύνην ἀγαγεῖν ; Πάνυ: δεῖ γὰρ τοσαύτην ἐπιδεί- 
κνυσθαι σωφροσύνην óc μηδὲ πονηρὰν ὑποψίαν λαβεῖν. 


4) piéces V 51b/52 (sur Prou. 29-31) redoublant dans la Chaíne du Vatican 
la piece V 60(= C 25) 


Chaine du Vatican 
(Vaticanus gr. 1802, f. 115") 


V 51b Ἐμοὶ δὲ δοκεῖ τὸ γαῦρον καταστέλλων ταῦτά φησι. 


V 52 Χρυσοστόμου Ἐν τοῖς οἰκείοις κακοῖς ἀλέκτωρ, φησίν, ἀλλ᾽ ὥσπερ 
οὗτος ἐν τοῖς οἰκείοις, οὕτω καὶ σὺ ἐν ἀνθρώποις μὴ μέγα φρόνει, φησί. 
Τί δὲ εὐτελέστερον ἀλέκτορος ; AAA’ ἐπὶ τῆς οἰκείας ἀρχῆς μέγα φρονεῖ. 
Ὁ μὲν σώματι κρατεῖ, ὃ δὲ φύσει, ὃ δὲ συνέσει: οὐ γὰρ δὴ κατὰ τὰ ἄλογα 
σωματικῶς καὶ φυσικῶς δεῖ κρατεῖν, ἀλλὰ καὶ λόγῳ καὶ πειθοῖ: ὅπερ γὰρ 
ἐκείνῳ μὲν ἰσχύς, τούτῳ δὲ f] φύσις, τοῦτο τοῦ βασιλέως τὸ λογικόν. Διὰ 
τοῦτό φησι’ « Καὶ βασιλεὺς δημηγορῶν ἐν ἔθνει ». 
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Dans la Chaine du Vatican, les piéces qui conservent un état long du 
commentaire chrysostomien (V 33b/34/35 et V 39) et ne correspondent pas 
au témoignage de la Chaine de Cambridge (C 15 et C 17/18), ainsi que les 
doublets chrysostomiens (V 14 et V 51b/52) qui redoublent dans la méme 
tradition le témoignage de la Chaine de Cambridge (V 29(- C 14) et 
V 60(= C 25)) proviennent donc d'un état du Commentaire de Jean Chry- 
sostome distinct de la source constituée par la Chaine de Cambridge. 
Ce phénoméne de double transmission a depuis longtemps été relevé et 
expliqué de diverses manières par M. Richard”. Ce second état du texte 
chrysostomien dans la Chaine du Vatican, qui est une chaíne de chaínes, 
peut provenir d'une de ses autres sources caténaires : c'est le premier 
modele explicatif. G. Bady a en effet prudemment souligné que pour nombre 
de proverbes commentés par deux états distincts du texte chrysostomien 
dans la Chaine du Vatican, Chrysostome est souvent, mais pas toujours une 
source citée par la Chaîne sur le Prophétologion et par la Chaîne de type 17’, 
Or cette dernière est une des chaînes mères de la Chaîne du Vatican. De fait, 
dans notre échantillon de textes, la Chaine de type I, telle que G. Bady et 
nous-méme l'avons collationnée (reproduite ci-dessus), cite une partie — 
mais une partie seulement — du Commentaire de Jean Chrysostome sur le 
Prou. 30, 22, que la Chaine du Vatican (V 33b/34/35) cite sous une rédac- 
tion différente de celle de la Chaine de Cambridge (C 15). La Chaine de 
type I ne cite en effet que de maniére sporadique le Commentaire de Jean 
Chrysostome, et encore de manière différenciée selon les manuscrits? : il 
se pourrait donc que la Chaine du Vatican puise à un état de la Chaine de 
type I où l'Antiochien était cité de manière plus régulière. Reste que, dans 
notre échantillon de textes, la correspondance entre l'unique piéce fournie 
par la Chaine de type I, telle que nous la collationnons à cette heure, et la 
source chrysostomienne non identifiée de la Chaine du Vatican n'est pas 
probante. 

Cette autre rédaction vaticane du texte de Jean Chrysostome peut égale- 
ment provenir d'une source isolée, non caténaire, de son Commentaire. Ce 


23 Voir RICHARD, Les fragments du Commentaire de S. Hippolyte, II [voir n. 5], p. 69 ; 
IDEM, Le Commentaire de saint Jean Chrysostome sur les Proverbes de Salomon, dans Συμπό- 
σιον. Studies on St. John Chrysostom, Théssalonique, 1973 (repr. dans Opera Minora, Π. 
Turnhout-Leuven, 1977, article 40), pp. 99-103, ici p. 101 ; IDEM, La transmission des textes 
des Pères grecs, dans SE, 22 (1974/1975) (repr. dans Opera Minora, Ill, Turnhout-Leuven, 
1977, article 83), pp. 51-60, ici pp. 54-55. 

2 Voir ΒΑΡΥ, Commentaire inédit [voir n. 19], pp. 29-30. Dans notre échantillon, les 
proverbes commentés dans la Chaine du Vatican par des doublets chrysostomiens et des textes 
chrysostomiens qui ne proviennent pas de la Chaine de Cambridge ne sont pas cités et a 
fortiori pas commentés dans la Chaine sur le Prophétologion telle qu'elle nous est parvenue. 

25 Voir ibidem, pp. 23 et 29. 
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modèle est suggéré par les travaux de P. Géhin?*. Or cette hypothèse me 
semble renforcée par une observation : si l'on écarte les piéces chrysosto- 
miennes issues de la Chaine de Cambridge, toutes les piéces ou ensemble de 
piéces chrysostomiennes transmises par la Chaine du Vatican sont précédées 
en marge, pour notre échantillon de textes, du lemme d'attribution Xpvoo- 
στόμου (voir les derniers textes cités ci-dessus). Autrement dit, elles sont 
toutes correctement attribuées. Or il y a là une anomalie statistique. Dans 
l'écrasante majorité des cas, en effet, les marges de la Chaine du Vatican 
comportent des attributions erronées. Alors méme que notre connaissance des 
sources caténaires de la Chaine du Vatican et par conséquent des strates de 
compilations successives s'est profondément améliorée ces derniéres décen- 
nies, toute tentative de rationnalisation de ces erreurs d'attribution est demeu- 
rée vaine. Un invariant constitue cependant une exception et un paralléle au 
cas chrysostomien tel qu'il se présente à nous : les textes puisés par la Chaine 
du Vatican à la source non caténaire des Scholies d'Évagre sont faussement, 
mais presque invariablement, attribués en marge à Origéne. En somme, méme 
si la source évagrienne est mal identifiée, le chaos observé dans les marges de 
la Chaine du Vatican ne la concerne pas. Ce qui est aussi le cas, dans notre 
échantillon de textes, de la source chrysostomienne d'origine non identifiée. 

Au total, pour asseoir l'une ou l'autre de ces deux hypothéses (ou l'une 
et l'autre), celle de la source caténaire comme celle de la source directe, il 
reste non seulement à isoler, lorsque le codex unicus de la Chaine de Cam- 
bridge le permet, l'ensemble des piéces chrysostomiennes de la Chaine du 
Vatican provenant de la seconde source chrysostomienne pour vérifier la 
permance de l'attribution à Chrysostome, mais encore à collationner l'en- 
semble des manuscrits — plusieurs dizaines — de la Chaine de type I. Comme 
l'écrivait cependant M. Richard, « un tel travail ne peut se faire sans quelques 
loisirs et quelques dépenses »?. 
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SUMMARY 


The relationships between the various types of Catenae on the Proverbs, which 
all derive, in one way or another, from two mother Catenae, the archetypal Epitome 
of Procopius and/or the archetypal Catena Hauniensis, have, despite a century of 


36 Voir GÉHIN, Évagre. Scholies aux Proverbes [voir n. 4], p. 72. 
27 Voir RICHARD, Le Commentaire de saint Jean Chrysostome [voir n. 23], p. 103. 
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research, not yet be enlightened. This article demonstrates that the Parisian Catena 
(type II Karo-Lietzmann) as preserved in the Vatican Catena (type IIT) corresponds 
to the form of a Catena on the Proverbs that came down to us through the codd. 
Cambridge, Trinity College, O.1.55 and O.1.54. This Catena takes the form of a type 
II Catena augmented with excerpts from John Chrysostom's Commentary on the 
Proverbs. This configuration explains the origin of some of the Chrysostomian texts 
present in the Vatican Catena and opens the way for a new interpretation of the 
Chrysostomian “doublets” which can be found in this Catena. 


THE FOREIGN POLICY ΟΕ PHOCAS (602-610): 
A NEOREALIST REASSESSMENT 


INTRODUCTION: PHOCAS, THE USURPER! 


The first years of the seventh century were dominated by an event that 
would upset the geopolitical balance of the Middle East and drag the region 
into a prolonged conflict of unprecedented proportions. The result would be 
the exhaustion of the Byzantine and Sassanid superpowers, whose perennial 
rivalry had loomed over the region for centuries. It did not take long before 
the newly united Arabic peoples took full advantage of this opportunity, 
changing the face of the Middle East completely and irreversibly. The cause 
for the “last great war of Antiquity", the name usually given to the last 
Byzantine-Sassanid conflict, is to be found in an uprising of the Byzantine 
army that was operating in the Balkans. During the 590s the Byzantine 
emperor Maurice oversaw several campaigns against the Avars and the 
Slavs, whose previous incursions into Byzantine territory had ravaged the 
provinces. The expeditions proved to be successful and their opponents were 
driven back beyond the Danube, the frontier of the Byzantine presence in 
the Balkans.? When the military command pressed the soldiers to cross the 
river to vanquish the Avars and Slavs, they were met with hostility due to 
the harsh winter circumstances. When the army was ordered to winter in 
Avar territory, this hostility soon erupted in a full-fledged mutiny in 602, 
quickly spreading across the Byzantine army. The mutineers elected an 
officer, Phocas, as their leader and spokesperson.? Faced with the insubor- 
dination of his army, Maurice fruitlessly sought to defend Constantinople, 
even enlisting the circus factions. However, the unreliability of the latter 
became apparent when they abandoned the city walls to the approaching 
army, leaving the city virtually defenceless.* Phocas entered the capital 


! See PLRE IIB, Phocas 7, pp. 1030-1032. 

? Theophylact Simocatta, Historia, viii 5. 12, in M. WHITBY and M. WHITBY, The History 
of Theophylact Simocatta, An English Translation with Introduction, Oxford, 1986. 

3 Theophanes, Chronographia, AM 6094, in C. MANGO and R. SCOTT, The Chronicle of 
Theophanes Confessor, Byzantine and Near Eastern History AD 284-813, Oxford, 1997; Theo- 
phylact, viii 7.6-7. 

* Theophylact, viii 7.8-11; Theophanes, AM 6094, 287. 
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unopposed, where the citizens, delighted with his arrival, acclaimed him to 
be the new emperor.? Maurice made a futile attempt at escaping, but was 
caught and executed, alongside his family. 

The reign of Phocas was troubled by many challenges, both internal and 
external. Domestically, the circus factions were engaged in an intense inter- 
factional rivalry, which often erupted in violence across the empire. Phocas 
reacted by suppressing the riots with an iron fist. Furthermore, Phocas’ rule 
was threatened by plots within the aristocracy, who continued to view him 
as nothing more than a low-life usurper. Here too, several of the instigators 
were decapitated.” Abroad, things were hardly better. Not long after the coup 
d'état, Phocas was confronted with a declaration of war issued by Khosrow II, 
the Sassanid shahanshah, who claimed to be avenging the death of his patron 
Maurice.* The war proved to be disastrous for the Byzantines, who lost the 
bulk of the empire to the inexorable Persian armies. In the end it was not 
the Persians who overthrew Phocas, but Heraclius the Elder, the exarch of 
Byzantine Africa, who mobilised his considerable resources to stage a revolt 
against the emperor.? In a two-pronged attack he first targeted the rich prov- 
ince of Egypt, to cut the supply lines to the capital.!° This was followed by 
a naval operation led by his son, Heraclius the Younger, aimed at Constan- 
tinople itself. He landed near the city in 610, where his troops engaged the 
defending forces, and yet again, the circus factions turned on the residing 
emperor. Phocas' forces were routed and he himself captured. Heraclius the 
Younger then ordered his execution and took his place as the new Byzantine 
emperor.!! Phocas' reign lasted for eight years. 

If we are to believe the Byzantine historiographers, who are the main 
sources for the regime of Phocas, his disastrous reign brought the empire to 
the brink of destruction. Theophylact, the most important source for Maurice's 
reign, described him as a centaur who brought shame on the imperial office.!? 
In an anthology dedicated to Heraclius, George of Pisidia only refers to 


5 Theophylact, viii 10.8; John of Antioch, EI 108, in U. ROBERTO, Joannis Antiocheni Frag- 
menta ex Historia Chronica (TU, 154), Berlin, 2005. Theophanes, AM 6094, 289; Chronicon 
Paschale, 693, in M. WurrBv and M. WurrBYv, Chronicon Paschale, 284-628 AD, Liverpool, 2007. 

5 Chronicon Paschale, 695. 

? Chronicon Paschale, 696. 

* Maurice had militarily supported Khosrow II in his bid for the Sassanid throne, see intra. 

? Theophanes, AM 6101, 297. 

10 For a detailed overview of the war between the supporters of Heraclius and the loyalists 
in Egypt, see the account provided by John of Nikiu, 107.2-108.15. 

! Chronicon Paschale, 699-700; John of Nikiu, 110. 1-13; John of Antioch, EI 110. 

12 Theophylact, Dialogues, 4-6, in C. DE Boor, Theophylacti Simocattae Historiae, Leip- 
zig, 1887. The translator observes that a notorious Centaur, by the name of Nessus, was killed 
by Herakles, which most likely refers to the defeat of Phocas by the hands of Heraclius. 
In WHITBY and WHITBY, Theophylact Simocatta [see n. 2], p. 3, n. 5. 
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Phocas by proxy of insult. He is being likened to the image of a Gorgon, 
while Heraclius is being portrayed as the Perseus defeating him.'* Modern 
scholars were swift in their judgement, and near unanimous in their condem- 
nation of Phocas.'* He was not only viewed as a forceful tyrant, bloodily 
repressing any form of opposition, but he also lost half his empire to the 
Persians. In other words, he was deemed to be the single worst thing to 
happen to the Byzantine Empire since the coming of Attila. The disdain in 
the academic debate is nowhere more apparent than in the introduction of 
the only monograph written on Phocas, where the author vows to prove that 
the Byzantine sources were right in their demonization of his person.'5 This 
prevalent bias has since been challenged by Olster, who argues that the 
sources have to be understood in their historical context. Both Theophylact 
and George wrote their accounts during the reign of Heraclius, who, being 
a usurper himself, had all the reason to portray himself as the avenger of 
Maurice and the one who restored legitimate rule to the Byzantine empire.'® 
He further shows that the views held by the Byzantine historians were not 
necessarily shared by other contemporary sources. On the contrary, Latin 
sources such as the letters written by Pope Gregorius the Great show that he 
held Phocas in considerable esteem. 

Against the background of the initial reappraisal by abovementioned 
scholars, the current article sets out to revaluate the foreign policy of the 
Byzantine Empire under Phocas. The reasoning behind the choice of this 
particular aspect of his government is fairly obvious. Any loss in territory 
would be intricately connected to his foreign policy, and a reassessment 
would therefore refute or confirm claims of incapability on his part. This 
will be done by comparing the Byzantine narrative to other literary sources, 
as well as archaeological and numismatic evidence in an attempt to limit the 
inherent bias of the likes of Theophylact. The obtained evidence will result 


13 George of Pisidia, Heraclias, 2.6-18, in A. PERTUSI, Giorgio di Pisidia. Poemi (Studia 
Patristica et Byzantina, 7), Ettal, 1959. 

14 A few of the authors who are unilateral in their condemnation of Phocas: J. B. Bury, 
A history of the later Roman empire, from Arcadius to Irene, A.D. 395-800, II, London, 1889 
(= Amsterdam, 1966), p. 197: “The calamities which Tiberius and Mauricius had been spared 
closed in round the throne of Phocas, who is himself represented to be the most baleful calamity 
of all.”; G. OSTROGORSKY, History of the Byzantine State, Oxford, 1980; 1. HALDON, Byzan- 
tium in the seventh century, the transformation of a culture, Cambridge, 1990, p. 36: “The 
reign of Phocas (...) was both militarily and economically a disaster"; P. GOUBERT, Byzance 
avant l'Islam, I, Paris, 1951: “(...) Phocas, que en déchainant la guerre byzantine-perse de 603, 
ruina les deux grandes monarchies.”. 

P R, SPINTLER, De Phoca. Imperatore Romanorum, Jena, 1905, p. 5. 

16 D. M. OLSTER, The Politics of Usurpation in the Seventh Century, Rhetoric and Revo- 
lution in Byzantium, Amsterdam, 1993, pp. 1-21; also see M. MEIER, Kaiser Phokas (602-610) 
als Erinnerungsproblem, in BZ, 107 (2014), pp. 139-174. 
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in a factual overview of the Byzantine-related events that took place between 
602 and 610. This narrative will nevertheless consist of individual facts 
that lack the mental dimension to be called a foreign policy, that being the 
conduct of a state on an international level. Through analysis of primary 
sources it becomes possible to uncover the actions undertaken by Phocas, 
but not why he acted in this or that way. The current article opts for a second 
approach, namely the application of a theoretical framework from the disci- 
pline of international relations: neorealism. 

The relationship between history and international relations has been a 
contentious one, beset by misconceptions. IR-scholars tend to dice up his- 
tory into interchangeable episodes that can be used either to verify or falsify 
theories. Consequently if a theory is applicable to different historical epi- 
sodes with similar features, the IR scholar can conclude that it is effective 
in capturing general patterns and establishing general laws. This leads to a 
widespread perception among historians that IR scholars use their discipline 
in a manner that lacks depth and effort.!" On the other hand, historians tend 
to be dismissed by IR-scholars because of their strict adherence to the scru- 
pulous coverage of individual facts, being oblivious to repetitive structural 
patterns. However, both disciplines have a lot to offer and therefore multi- 
disciplinary research should be encouraged. Schroeder argues that the added 
value of IR theories to historical research should not be underestimated: 
“Ἡ can, for example, help historians avoid naive empiricism; offer them to 
think through their own methodological and epistemological presuppositions 
more carefully; help them see repetitive patterns and substantive analogies 
where they might otherwise have seen only unique particular circumstances 
(...)”.!8 The aim of this article is to apply the theoretical framework provided 
by the discipline of international relations to the factual evidence gathered 
from historical sources. The theory used in question will be neorealism, a 
successor and vocal critic of the widely known theory of realism. 

In order to revaluate the foreign policy of Phocas in the way described, 
this paper will be divided in four sections. The first part elaborates on the 
theory of neorealism, which this paper will use as its analytical lens. This is 
followed by a description of the neorealist system in which the sixth- and 
seventh century Byzantine Empire conducted its foreign policy. Establishing 
the structural environment will allow the reader to understand the underlying 
factors that led up to and shaped Phocas' reign. For the first two parts I will 


17 C. ELMAN and M. F. ELMAN, The Role of History in International Relations, in Millen- 
nium: Journal of International Studies, 37 (2008), p. 358; P. W. SCHROEDER, History and 
International Relations Theory: Not Use or Abuse, but Fit or Misfit, in International Security, 
22 (1997), pp. 64-67. 

18 SCHROEDER, History and International Relations [see n. 17], p. 70. 
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mostly rely on the available canon of secondary literature on the Byzantine 
Empire. The third part, which comprises the bulk of the article, then turns 
to the foreign policy of the Byzantine Empire under Phocas. This section 
will further be divided into three regions that were selected based on their 
respective degree of volatility and, more importantly, the availability of 
sources. The chosen regional theatres are the eastern frontier, the Balkans 
and Italy. In order to remain as close as possible to the historical narrative, 
this section will mainly depend on primary sources, albeit in the translated 
version. The fourth and final section assesses the insight provided by the 
neorealist framework to reach a conclusion on Phocas' foreign policy, as 
well as on the value of an interdisciplinary approach to history. 


THEORY: NEOREALISM 


The theory of realism has been around since Thucydides’ description of the 
Peloponnesian War and the motives of the parties involved. However, it only 
came to dominate the field of international relations in the second half of the 
20th century, when Hans Morgenthau railed against the prevalence of liberalist 
ideas with his magnum opus, Politics among Nations (1948). In it he paints a 
pessimistic picture of international politics, arguing that it is at its core a con- 
stant struggle for power between states, devoid of any considerations of ideol- 
ogy or ethics.!? Morgenthau traces this need for power back to human nature, 
as humans are inherently poised to dominate and strife for power over others.?? 

For decades realism would be the centrepiece of IR theory, subject to both 
praise and criticism alike. This changed in 1979, when Kenneth Waltz pre- 
sented an alternative in his Theory of International Politics. His approach to 
IR is a realism that is grounded in a scientific and positivist methodology, 
one that identifies and emphasises the limitations set on the agency of states 
by the system in which they interact.?! Neorealism, or structural realism, 
analyses IR on a system-level. The state is treated as the principal actor on 
an international level, that is, a monolithic unit in which domestic factors 
like culture or political parties only play a relatively minor role. It is the state 
that makes the decisions in IR, not a government or statesman, nor multina- 
tional corporations or organisations.?? Structural realism is both a continuation 


19 H, MORGENTHAU, Politics among Nations, The Struggle for Power and Peace, New York, 
1948, p. 13. 

20 MORGENTHAU, Politics among Nations [see n. 19], p. 17. 

21 K, N. WALTZ, Theory of International Politics, London, 1979, p. ΤΟ. 

2 A. A. STEIN, Realism/Neorealism, in J. D. WRIGHT (ed.), International Encyclopedia of 
the Social & Behavioural Sciences, Amsterdam, 2015, p. 26; J. DoNNELLY, Realism and 
International Relations, Cambridge, 2009, pp. 30-31. 
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and a criticism of its predecessor, now referred to as classical realism. While 
both theories set out from the assumption that interactions on state-level are 
determined by self-interest leading to a constant state of conflict, neorealism 
argues that this state-behaviour is driven by structural factors, while classical 
realism points to flawed human nature.” 

So what are these structural factors shaping international politics, this 
system in which state-interaction happens? According to realism and neo- 
realism, the world system is anarchic in nature, which entails the absence of 
an overarching government that could prevent or deter conflict.” Since there 
is no central authority a state can turn to in case of an incurred aggression 
by another party, that state can never rule out the possibility of conflict. This 
leads Waltz to conclude that: * Among states, the state of nature is a state 
of war. This is meant not in the sense that war constantly occurs but in the 
sense that, with each state deciding for itself whether or not to use force, 
war may at any time break out”. The prevalent and most basic motivation 
for any state is survival. In other words, the need to survive trumps any other 
interests at a given moment.” Since survival is uncertain in an anarchic 
system, and states can only depend on themselves to ensure this, they con- 
stantly vie for the power needed to provide a sense of security. What counts 
in these endeavours are the relative gains in power. States are not interested 
in simply increasing their respective resources, military capabilities, etc., 
much rather they would like to see a widened gap between themselves and 
trailing, possibly hostile, other actors.?” The outcome of this struggle results 
in a balance of power between states, which forms the basis for order and 
stability in international politics.? 

The level of order and stability is decided by the distribution of power in 
the system, and more specifically the number of great power states, and how 
they measure up to each other. When there is only one great power domi- 
nating the system, it is called a unipolar system. A bipolar system consists 
of two states powerful enough to balance each other. The best known exam- 
ple of bipolarity is the struggle between the United States and the Soviet 
Union during the Cold War. Finally, a multipolar system is when the power 
is distributed over three or more states.” Neorealists pertain that a bipolar 
system is a more stable, and a more effective guarantee for peace and order. 


23 
24 


DONNELLY, Realism and International Relations [see n. 22], pp. 49-51. 
STEIN, Realism/Neorealism [see n. 22], p. 27. 

25 WALTZ, Theory of International Politics [see n. 21], p. 102. 

26 DONNELLY, Realism and International Relations [see n. 22], pp. 52-54. 
27 DONNELLY, Realism and International Relations [see n. 22], p. 58. 

28 STEIN, Realism/Neorealism [see n. 22], p. 26. 

2 STEIN, Realism/Neorealism [see n. 22], p. 27. 
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Waltz argues that with the absence of any third party strong enough to 
appeal to, the two dominant states have more incentive to behave in a less 
aggressive and unpredictable way to each other. Hence a bipolar system 
increases the sense of security.?? 

This being said, the inclination to acquire enough power to assure one's 
survival is still omnipresent, in spite of the way in which power is distrib- 
uted. This brings us to the question of how much power is enough for a state 
to feel secure, to no longer fear its demise at the hands of an opponent. 
Within neorealism there have been two main approaches in addressing this 
issue, resulting in a divergence within the theory. Waltz poses that states 
will only garner as much power as needed to maintain a status quo, that is, 
to be confident that no other state can compromise its interests. Furthermore, 
under certain circumstances they will refrain from acting on an opportunity 
to seize more power, as it might upset the balance of power. He therefore 
concludes that: “The first concern of states is not to maximize power but to 
maintain their positions in the system” .*! 

John Mearsheimer challenges this idea in his Tragedy of Great Power 
Politics (2001), subscribing to a more aggressive interpretation. He labels 
his approach offensive realism, juxtaposing it to Waltz' more defensive real- 
ism. Mearsheimer argues that as the anarchic nature of the international 
system does not allow for an absolute certain survival, states will always try 
to maximise their power as this is the only way to increase security. Only 
when a state has reached hegemony, that is, a unipolar system in which one 
state is so overwhelmingly powerful that the neighbouring states would not 
dare to attempt an attack on its territory, will it refrain from acquiring more 
power.? This is very different from defensive realism, where a state will 
stop accumulating power once a satisfactory level of security has been 
achieved.?? The world of offensive realism is one of revisionist powers, with 
few to none solely seeking to maintain a status quo. Only in the unlikely 
event of reaching hegemony would a state be inclined to direct its resources 
to a more defensive stance.** This does not mean that states will always attack 
when presented with the opportunity; states are rational actors that are aware 
of the impact that their foreign policy will have on adversaries, and inversely, 
how the behaviour of other states will influence their own position. Further- 
more, these consequences are assessed on both short and long term. In spite 


30 WALTZ, Theory of International Politics [see n. 21], p. 174. 

31 WALTZ, Theory of International Politics [see n. 21], p. 126. 

32 J, MEARSHEIMER, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics, London, 2001, p. 20. 

33 G. H. SNYDER, Mearsheimer’s World-Offensive Realism and the Struggle for Security: 
A Review Essay, in International Security, 21 (2002), p. 154. 

34 MEARSHEIMER, Great Power Politics [see n. 32], pp. 2 and 35. 
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of this rationality however, states can still act on imperfect information, 
which could lead to an erroneous assessment of a situation and result in a 
weakened position in the long term.?? Finally, it is important to note that 
Mearsheimer does not treat all states with an equal standing, since only great 
powers determine the course of international politics.” Thus the great power 
is regarded as the main actor in offensive realism, even more so than in other 
strands of neorealism. 

Neorealists list numerous ways in which states can engage in balancing, 
whether it is to increase their own power or decrease that of an opponent. 
The most straightforward method of acquiring power is through the means 
of war and the annexation of territory. Yet military engagements are costly 
and not always worth the expense. Waltz argues that in a bipolar system the 
two dominating powers have little incentive to engage in an all-out war, 
risking to lose a position that is already at the top of the system. Both states 
would gain more from developing their capabilities peacefully. In doing so, 
he goes as far as describing the United States and the Soviet Union as adver- 
sary partners in the Cold War, rather than belligerent enemies.?" This inhibi- 
tion to upset a system-wide peace is not shared in a multipolar system, where 
revisionist powers have much to gain from conquest.** Mearsheimer on the 
other hand, claims that states can still profit from a successful war, even in 
a bipolar system, and will therefore engage in conflict under the right cir- 
cumstances.?? At the same time he does affirm that conflict is less likely to 
break out in a bipolar system than a multipolar system, as there are more 
opportunities to act on in the latter case, as well as more room for miscal- 
culations leading to an overestimation or underestimation of respectively 
their own and an opponent's capabilities.*° 

There are less costly alternatives to war, one of them being blackmail. 
Mearsheimer finds that the threat of military action might suffice to gain 
concessions from a rival, but adds that it is unlikely to have a successful 
outcome when the threat is levelled against an equally formidable great 
power. Intimidation seems more likely to produce a desirable result when 
engaging a minor power.*! A second policy might be one of bloodletting, 
that is, the actively prolonging of a conflict between two states by a third 


35 MEARSHEIMER, Great Power Politics [see n. 32], p. 38. 
36 MEARSHEIMER, Great Power Politics [see n. 32], p. 5. 
37 Warrz, Theory of International Politics [see n. 21], p. 172. 
DONNELLY, Realism and International Relations [see n. 22], pp. 108-109. 
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party, in order to exhaust them and reap the benefits on a future occasion. 
Closely linked to this strategy is the one of bait and bleed. Here the third 
party does not limit itself to the prolonging of an already existing conflict, 
but will go as far as instigating one, with similar motives and results as 
bloodletting.” A state will not only look for and create opportunities to 
acquire more power; they will also attempt to prevent other powers from 
doing the same. Strategies for checking aggressors and potential hegemons 
include balancing and buck-passing. When a state takes it on itself to address 
a threat, it will often engage in balancing. A first preliminary step consists 
of sending a clear signal to the aggressor that the state in question is pre- 
pared to use military force in order to repel any intrusion. This is most likely 
done through diplomatic channels, such as dispatching an ambassador. 
In addition, a state might look to ally itself with third parties to contain an 
aggressor. Nevertheless, alliances that arise from external balancing often 
prove ineffective due to the slow and inefficient nature of managing a coa- 
lition. Finally, a state might engage in internal balancing, which refers to the 
mobilisation of its own resources, through the levy of additional forces or 
redirecting the state's industry towards the war efforts. An alternative to 
balancing when checking the growing power of a rival is the strategy of 
buck-passing. In this scenario a state, the buck-passer, tries to enlist a third 
party, the buck-catcher, in order to confront the rival and subsequently bear 
the brunt of the ensuing conflict. In addition to this, the buck-passer can also 
improve its own relations with the rival or engage in internal balancing, so 
that the buck-catcher may seem like a more desirable target." 

Finally, there are two more strategies to contain a threat, but these are 
discouraged by Mearsheimer as they might have the opposite effect of what 
was intended. The first one of these is bandwagoning, the act in which a 
weaker state decides to refer leadership to a stronger state in the hope of 
survival and sharing in the spoils. As it is a strategy that is used in the eyes 
of defeat, it is mainly one used by minor states that are on their own when 
facing a stronger great power. The second strategy of containment is 
appeasement, in which a state tries to counter an aggressor by (partly) giving 
in to its demands. Through the concession of power, for example ceding 
territory or concluding a non-interference agreement, the threatened state 
attempts to pacify the aggressor and avoid any further intrusions. Mearsheimer 
contests this, arguing that as states are always looking for opportunities for 
power maximisation, this will only embolden the aggressor to make additional 
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demands.* He adds nevertheless that there are circumstances under which 
appeasement might have its value as a strategy. These pertain mainly to 
ways of buying time for the threatened state, allowing for the mobilisation 
of additional resources. 


EMPIRICAL HISTORICAL ANALYSIS: MAKE-UP OF THE SYSTEM 


Having discussed the main strategies great powers resort to according to 
neorealism, the question to address now is whether or not the theory in 
question would provide an adequate analytical framework for the foreign 
policy of the Byzantine Empire, in particular during the rule of Phocas. As 
an IR-theory that distinguishes itself from other realist traditions through its 
heavy emphasis on structural factors, it is a necessity to discuss the nature 
of the system before I can proceed to the foreign policy itself. Up until now 
neorealism has primarily, or even exclusively, been used to analyse historical 
episodes from the treaty of Westphalia (1648) onwards, when the concept 
of the sovereignty of states was established. This is sensible enough, since 
neorealism treats states as the principal actor in international relations. Sub- 
sequently, most IR-scholars turn to cases ingrained in the more modern 
history, often approaching contemporary history. While it is true that neo- 
realism is mostly known for its explanation of the bipolar system in which 
the Cold War took place, this does not mean that neorealism should be 
restricted to the analysis of modern history. On the contrary, structural the- 
ories have much to offer to our insight of geopolitical changes throughout 
history, no matter the prevalent political entity." Waltz himself seems to 
encourage this endeavour, noting that: “(...) neorealists offer a theory that 
explains how structures affect behaviour and outcomes. The logic of anarchy 
obtains whether the system is composed of tribes, nations, oligopolistic 
firms, or street gangs." ^? Furthermore, a theory that does not require and 
even rejects domestic factors when discussing the behaviour of political 
entities throughout history, allows for an in-depth analysis of those historical 
episodes that are not well documented in the sources. After all, the system 
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in which these episodes take place remains broadly the same over an 
extended period of time, permitting the establishment of recurring patterns 
that affect the political entities within. A neorealist approach does therefore 
not require the intricate details of domestic circumstances to be a useful 
explanatory tool. Only the information that relates to structural factors, such 
as geopolitical changes and the capabilities of the actors involved, is crucial 
to substantiate the framework. This is a major advantage when discussing 
historical episodes that usually lack the sources needed to provide a com- 
plete picture, but are well detailed in regards to wars and the description of 
armies. 

The question at hand is whether or not neorealism is applicable to a par- 
ticular episode in history, namely the reign of Phocas. Can the regional 
system in which the Byzantine Empire operated during the sixth century, 
early seventh century, be described as an anarchic system, and thus fulfil the 
main condition on which neorealism founds its analysis? The Mediterranean 
and Middle Eastern regions were a patchwork of different peoples, kingdoms 
and empires, but none powerful or imposing enough to be considered as a 
central authority to which targeted entities could turn in the case of aggres- 
sion. This was arguably even less the case than in modern times, where 
some kind of council of states could be convened to hear the pleas of an 
aggrieved state, even if neorealists dismiss those supranational organisations 
as being virtually unable to coerce great powers into complying.*” The uncer- 
tainty that arises from an anarchic system was exacerbated by a major factor, 
namely the non-existence of nuclear weaponry. Mearsheimer argues that 
two states with nuclear capacities fear each other less than those with solely 
conventional weapons. Since a nuclear strike and retaliation could result in 
the mutual destruction of the parties involved, nuclear powers tend to refrain 
from antagonizing each other.?? In the case of the Byzantine Empire, no 
weapons of mass destruction were involved in warfare, which meant that 
neither party faced complete annihilation when engaging in conflict. In other 
words, declaring war carried less risk. Finally, mass migrations of peoples 
from outside the regional system put a heavy pressure on the existing equi- 
librium between powers, resulting in a highly volatile environment in which 
the actors were in complete uncertainty of their survival. 

The actors in the neorealist world-system are abstract notions of states, 
that is, states that act as a monolithic unit regardless of domestic politics, 
divergent cultures or movements, etc. Given the neorealist need for a unitary 
actor on state-level, their primary interest in modern history is not very 
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surprising. After all, the presence of a strong centralised government of the 
kind that appeared more and more after the Napoleonic wars, is a much 
more convenient and grateful subject for neorealist analysis than the scat- 
tered, decentralised kingdoms of Medieval Europe. Their strength as a case 
for analysis is linked to their ability to extract resources to the full extent of 
their territory and subjects, as well as their capacity to engage in a singular 
foreign policy. However, a similar case can be made for the empires of 
antiquity. Even though their system of resource-extraction was less over- 
arching and efficient, the government was still very much centralised and a 
singular foreign policy was usual. This was especially the case for the Byz- 
antine Empire, where a well-developed and extensive bureaucracy controlled 
the flow of resources and decided on its best use. This far-reaching central- 
isation is a remarkable characteristic of the Byzantine state, which remained 
more or less unchanged and stood in stark contrast to its counterparts in 
the rest of Europe, where regional governors or dukes enjoyed a lot of 
autonomy and power.?! From the Diocletian-Constantinian reforms until the 
seventh century, Roman territory was divided in provinces which were gov- 
erned by civilian officials that were directly appointed by the emperor and 
owed allegiance to him. These governors were not able to raise and com- 
mand a provincial army, as the military was commanded through a separate 
structure.? An extensive bureaucracy and absolute civilian and military 
power concentrated in the hands of the emperor guaranteed a single, unified 
foreign policy directed from Constantinople. It is therefore valid to treat the 
Byzantine Empire as a unitary actor on the state-level of power politics in 
the regional system of the Mediterranean and Middle-East. 

According to neorealism, and offensive realism in particular, an in-depth 
analysis is most effective when it is applied to a great power as they are the 
actors that decide the balance of power in international politics, and whose 
actions drive minor states to adjust their behaviour accordingly.? Waltz 
defines a great power through a combination of the size of population and 
territory, resource endowment, economic capability, military strength, polit- 
ical stability and competence.™ For offensive realists it is clear that while 
socio-economic resources matter a great deal in measuring a state's power, 
it is ultimately a state's military capabilities that decides its standing in the 
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world, as economic resources only serve to increase military power projec- 
tion. Mearsheimer thus defines a great power as follows: “to qualify as a 
great power, a state must have sufficient military assets to put up a serious 
fight in an all-out conventional war against the most powerful state in the 
world.” 

In the regional system of the seventh century Mediterranean and Middle 
East the Byzantine Empire could undoubtedly be considered a great power. 
While it no longer commanded the vast territories of the former Roman 
Empire, Constantinople was still the capital of an expansive realm. As a 
result of the expeditions of Justinian I half a century earlier, the vast empire 
stretched across the Mediterranean, including parts of Spain, Italy and 
Africa, as well as the bulk of the empire, which comprised a large part of 
the Balkans in the West, and bordered the Sassanid Empire from the Cau- 
casus to the Red Sea, while its southern territories included the fertile lands 
of Egypt. As mentioned before, the imperial administration was extensive 
and efficient for the time, ensuring a regular and considerable tax income 
that allowed the maintenance of a standing army, a luxury that few other 
powers of the time could afford. A range of dedicated officials were 
responsible for its upkeep, while armour and weapons were produced in 
state factories.’ This level of support from the civil administration allowed 
for the rigorous training of the Byzantine army, wielding it into a capable 
fighting force that was able to project Byzantine power and maintain the bal- 
ance of power in its favour. The scope of this article prohibits a more thor- 
ough application of the other requirements set out by Waltz. Nevertheless, 
it is clear that within the context of neorealist theory, the Byzantine Empire 
must be treated as a great power. This case is further strengthened by the 
introduction of Laiou's extensive work on the economical prowess of the 
Byzantine Empire: 

“Tt is common knowledge that the Byzantine Empire lasted for more than a 
thousand years from beginning to end, undergoing many changes and experienc- 
ing periods of expansion and contraction. It is less widely known, understood, 
and accepted that this longevity was based on an economy with interesting and 
often complex structures. The Byzantine Empire had at its disposal resources 


that no medieval state, at least in western Europe, could command until the end 
of the Middle Ages.”* 
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With such an impressive arsenal of resources and military capabilities that 
few other contemporary powers could muster, one might assume that neo- 
realists would label the Mediterranean and Middle East a unipolar system, 
dominated by the Byzantine Empire. This would have been the case were it 
not for another great power in the region: the Sassanid Empire. To the east 
the Byzantine Empire faced off against its most formidable opponent, one 
with resources to match its own. This became especially true after the tax 
and military reforms of Khosrow I after 531. These left the Sassanid state 
with the resources necessary to maintain an army of crack mounted soldiers, 
greatly increasing their military capabilities.°° Ever since the Sassanids had 
succeeded the Parthian Empire in the third century, Sassanid-Byzantine 
relations were characterized by conflicts on a regular interval. A relatively 
peaceful fifth century was followed by a volatile period characterised by 
stints of contentious peace and open conflicts, most often over tributes or 
disputes on the Armenian and Caucasian border-region.*! It is not hard to 
discern why this area played such a central role in their foreign policy, since 
its lands were abundant with gold ore.” Unsurprisingly, the desire to control 
these rich lands was on numerous occasions a cause for war.9? 

The Byzantine-Sassanid relationship was one shaped by the balance of 
power between two comparably strong entities, and any change that affected it. 
When Justinian I took advantage of a peace concluded on the eastern front 
to launch a campaign aimed at recovering the Roman lands in the West, 
Khusro I responded to this development with a full scale invasion in 540, 
alleging recent border disputes between the Ghassanids and Lakhmids. After 
an initially successful campaign for the Sassanid troops, who ventured as 
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far as Antioch, they were eventually beaten back by the Byzantine army that 
had returned from the western front and counterattacked.* The fighting was 
continued in the Caucasian province of Lazica, until both parties agreed 
on a treaty in 562 and the Sassanid forces retreated. On a later occasion 
Justin II sensed an opportunity to tip the balance of power in Byzantine 
favour, when the Sassanid Empire was preoccupied with the Turkish Khaganate 
at its eastern borders. The Byzantine army invaded the Persian territories in 
the Caucasus in 572, but their progress soon lost momentum and they were 
defeated and driven back. In their counterattack, the Sassanids reacted by 
plundering Syria. Justin Il’s successor, Tiberius II knew to turn the tide and 
concluded a peace treaty in 576.66 

At first sight it seems like offensive realism provides an ideal framework 
to explain the Byzantine-Sassanid relationship in the sixth century: the 
make-up of the Middle Eastern regional system was one characterised by a 
bipolar distribution of power, that is, with two predominant great powers vying 
for hegemony and acting on opportunities where the other appeared to be 
either in a vulnerable position or getting too powerful. However, there are 
notable instances in which the actions and narrative of the actors reflected 
an awareness of the dual nature of the system and even expressed a willing- 
ness to maintain the status quo. When Tiberius II gained the upper hand in 
the war and even conquered Sassanid territories, he showed a preparedness 
to return them in exchange for a stable peace, as Menander reports, for he 
knew that the Sassanid Empire would never cease to wage war over the lost 
territories.°’ Even more striking is the apparent belief held by several Sassanid 
shahanshahs that the rival empires were two sides of the same coin, a dual 
hegemony that upheld order and stability in an otherwise chaotic world. In 
the sixth century alone, two instances have been recorded in which Sassanid 
officials expressed a desire for maintaining the status quo. 

Preceding the war of 528, Kavad I had written to emperor Justinian I, 
describing the relationship between the Byzantine and Sassanid Empires as 
one between brothers, adding that their relationship has been constant since 
the outset.°® On another occasion, towards the end of the sixth century, a 
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similar exchange was noted by the historiographer Theophylact Simocatta. 
In the 580's an insurgency led by the Sassanid general Bahram Chobin 
expelled the shahanshah Khosrow II, who sought refuge at the Byzantine 
court. There he pleaded emperor Maurice for Byzantine military aid to 
recapture his throne, alleging that a stable Sassanid Empire would also be 
most beneficial for its Byzantine counterpart, stating that the world should 
be ruled by these two great powers, as only their dual dominance can main- 
tain order in a world ravaged by belligerent tribes. He further adds that 
Bahram Chobin does not realise this delicate balance, and will most likely 
upset the balance of power.‘ In addition, he offers the territories of Dara, 
Martyropolis and Persian Armenia." Dara was the main fortress at the Sas- 
sanid border and was therefore crucial for the defence of the Byzantine 
Empire. Yet ever since the wars between Khosrow I and Justinian I, it had 
been in Sassanid hands."' When Bahram Chobin gathered that Khosrow II 
was courting the Byzantine favour, he outdid his rival with a proposition of 
his own. In exchange for non-interference in the domestic affairs of the 
Sassanid Empire, he would grant them the region encompassing Nisibis and 
territories reaching as far as the Tigris river. Here the Byzantine senate 
showed a penchant for offensive realist policy, advising the emperor that it 
would be most advantageous for them to let the rival empire sink away in a 
civil war, for a strategy of bloodletting would allow the Byzantines to pros- 
per.” Surprisingly enough, Maurice seemed to agree with Khosrow II and 
supplied him with the requested army, and the latter proceeded to defeat 
Bahram Chobin and take back his throne. The campaign was concluded with 
a peace treaty in 591 between the two great powers that would last until the 
death of Maurice in 602.” 

These illustrations offer us an intriguing insight into the Middle Eastern 
regional system of the sixth century, but also into the fact that both parties 
were mutually aware of the nature of this system: it was on the one hand 
determined by a bipolar century-long struggle for power, where the actors 
would act on opportunities for balancing, most likely in the form of military 
campaigns. On the other hand, it was also a system in which the actors were 
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well aware of the stable nature of a bipolar distribution of power, thus agree- 
ing with the neorealist adage that this offers the least incentive for war. 
Subsequently, the approaches on how much power to acquire in this struggle 
seemed to have fluctuated between a desire to maximise power at the 
expense of the rival, and a willingness to maintain the very nature of this 
system. 

A transition did however take place during the 570's, as a third great 
power arose in the Balkans. While the east was embroiled in a century long 
struggle between two great powers, the western frontier presented a different 
kind of environment. Ever since the collapse of Attila's empire, the power 
vacuum beyond the Danube was quarrelled over by different groups of 
migrating peoples: Goths, Lombards, Gepids, Herules amongst many others. 
Due to the lack of one unified power that had to be reckoned with, Byzan- 
tine diplomacy adjusted itself accordingly. Now the primary objective had 
become preventing the rise of a great power that could measure itself against 
the Empire. Wozniak describes the Byzantine policy as follows: “The pur- 
pose seems to have been two-fold; to establish a dynamic equilibrium within 
which the Empire could hold the balance with minimal forces and/ or induce 
or permit wars between the barbarians with the goal of weakening both 
sides, thus increasing the relative security of the Empire; At the same time 
the Romans remained diplomatically involved so as to be able to extract 
maximum benefits from both sides." One of the diplomatic manoeuvres 
was to settle groups of people on Byzantine territory, as a buffer zone 
against incursions from beyond the Danube, primarily due to a lack of mil- 
itary resources that were needed elsewhere. This is a unique kind of internal 
balancing, in which the Byzantine Empire appeased a strong migrating people 
that might otherwise have constituted a threat, and in exchange gained addi- 
tional resources that could be mobilised in case of aggression. An example 
of this practice was the mass settlement of the Ostrogoths in the northern 
provinces of the Balkans. As a consequence however, Byzantine influence 
in the region dwindled and by the 470's the Ostrogoths had taken over the 
de-facto rule.”* This would last until the sixth century, when a military cam- 
paign took place as part of Justinian I’s plan to reconquer Italy.” The Ostro- 
gothic episode could serve as a case for Mearsheimer's caution against 
appeasement, since it only emboldens opponents. 
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The other pursued strategies included those that involved bait and bleed 
and bloodletting. This consisted of pitting different peoples against each 
other, while being allied to both parties, and dragging out the conflict by 
alternating support for either of them."* A blatant example is when the Byz- 
antine Empire allied itself in the 540s with the Lombards in order to curb the 
expansion of the Gepids, who were allies of the Byzantines as well. When 
war erupted in 549, the Byzantines sided with the Lombards. The Gepids 
reacted by inviting the Kutrigurs, a nomadic people that roamed the region 
around the Sea of Azov, into the conflict. They raided the Byzantine prov- 
inces beyond the Danube, even reaching the outer fortifications of Constan- 
tinople where they were finally driven back.” A counterattack was conceived 
in the form of diplomatic manoeuvre: the Utrigurs, another nomadic people, 
were enlisted by the Byzantines to ravage the native lands of the Kutrigurs. 
When these retreated to face the new threat, Constantinople convinced a 
significant proportion of Kutrigurs to settle on Byzantine lands.*° 

In 552 hostilities were resumed between the Gepids and Lombards, 
and once again the Byzantines sided with the latter. Justinian I however, 
withdrew most of his army from the actual fighting. Sarantis argues that by 
supporting the Lombards, Justinian I assured itself of their military assis- 
tance in his campaigns in Italy. Nevertheless, he only sent a small part of 
his army to the conflict, because he did not want to see the Gepids com- 
pletely annihilated. After all, the main concern was to keep the balance of 
power intact, not help one or the other ally to prominence. When the Lom- 
bards defeated the Gepids in battle, the Byzantines were nevertheless granted 
substantial concessions in the following peace talks.?! These instances of 
Byzantine policy in the Balkans fit remarkably well within a neorealist 
framework, as these are the actions of a great power whose dominance in 
the region is apparent, but could be threatened by an aspiring new power. 
Additionally, the lack of military resources that are needed elsewhere compels 
the Byzantine Empire to adopt the stance of a status quo power that strives to 
prevent other regional powers from expanding, by all means necessary. As 
maintaining the balance of power is the overriding objective, the lack of 
non-material considerations in Byzantine foreign policy is not unexpected. 
Annihilating the Kutigurs or Gepids out of sheer ideology or vengeance 
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would be counterproductive, as this might produce a Lombard great power. 
Itis within this framework that one can also understand why the Byzantines 
were generally unconcerned when it came to alliances, Or as Mearsheimer 
puts it: “(...) alliances are only temporary marriages of convenience” .8? 
As such, when the Lombards clashed again with the Gepids in 565, the 
Byzantines chose the side of the latter this time, since they offered to return 
Sirmium, a city crucial to the defence of the Balkan provinces.** 

Yet it was this same policy that failed to safeguard the Empire's security 
in the long term, by producing a great power that would dominate the Bal- 
kans for the remainder of the sixth century and well beyond. Shortly after 
the initial hostilities in 565, the Lombards, afraid for their survival, called 
on the khagan of the Avars to support them.** The Avars were a nomadic 
people from Central-Asia that were driven westwards by the expanding 
Turkish Khaganate, the unmistakeable great power of the steppes. In doing 
so, they were caught up in the diplomatic games of Constantinople. In 
exchange for financial aid they were to engage the Kutrigurs, Utrigurs and 
other nomadic peoples. Pohl relates that these types of payments to the 
“Scythian” peoples to pit them against each other had perhaps not put an 
end to their raiding in the Empire's provinces, but it did prevent one power 
from rising and posing a real threat to Byzantine dominance.* In the Avar 
case the Byzantines acted as the buck-passer, inducing the buck-catcher to 
deal with adversaries that are a potentially risk to the survival of the Byzantine 
state, without having to address their own resources. One of the draw-backs 
of buck-passing however, is that while it might seem like an effective strat- 
egy in the short term, it can also result in a victorious buck-catcher becom- 
ing the stronger party.*” That is exactly what happened in the Avar case: one 
by one the opposing peoples were subjugated by the Avars, who were then 
called upon by the Lombards to aid them against the Gepids. In the follow- 
ing war the latter were utterly destroyed and the Gepid territory usurped by 
the Avar khaganate. The Lombards, fearing their new powerful neighbour, 
migrated to Italy, leaving the Avars as the dominant power in the Balkans.®® 
The Byzantines, facing an adversary that could match their own military 
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capabilities, adjusted their policy accordingly and appeased the aspiring 
great power by paying tribute in the form of 80.000 solidi from 572 onwards, 
in exchange for leaving their provinces unmolested.9? 

At the basis of the inexorable rise of the Avar power lies a miscalculation 
on the part of the Byzantines, since they could not have actively supported 
this expansion. Even though a state within a neorealist system acts as a 
rational actor, there is still room for error based on misinformation, an over- 
estimation of one's own relative power, or an underestimation of those of 
an adversary. With their history of bribing and double-dealing with the 
steppe peoples, the Byzantines mistakenly dismissed the Avars as more of 
the same. This impression is strengthened by Menander's account on a dip- 
lomatic exchange between the Byzantines and the Turkish Khaganate. The 
latter described the Avars as “ants” that would soon be crushed, and pledged 
their support to the Byzantine cause.?! These brazen statements could have 
convinced the Byzantine Empire of the temporary character of the rising 
power of the Avar Khaganate, and to instead direct their military resources 
elsewhere and allowing them to fill to power vacuum left by the Gepids and 
the departing Lombards.?? The consequence of this miscalculation was the 
creation of a great power in the Balkans from the 580's onwards, effectively 
marking a transition from a bipolar distribution of power into a multipolar 
regional system in which the Byzantine state now had to reckon with two 
rivals able to match its own military capabilities. 

The Avar-Byzantine relations after 572 demonstrate that they were unlike 
any other people in the Balkans that Constantinople had dealt with before. In 
578 the Byzantine provinces were ravaged by Slavic raids who launched incur- 
sions as far as Thrace. As most of the imperial army was tied up in the east, the 
Avars were once again enlisted in a buck-passing scheme to rid the provinces 
of the Slavs. After defeating the Slavic peoples repeatedly and ravaging their 
lands, it seems that the Avar khagan utilised them to pressure the Byzantines 
even further. From then on, the Slavic raids on Byzantine lands were resumed, 
unaffected by any agreement between the Avars and Constantinople.?^ Their 
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confidence grew as a consequence of the policy of appeasement that the 
Byzantines had adopted, a course of action Mearsheimer warns against.% 
When Maurice assumed the throne, the amount of tribute was raised to a 
100.000 solidi. When he refused, the Avars ravaged the Byzantine provinces 
until their demands were met in 584. While they retreated to their lands 
beyond the Danube, the Slavic raids continued.?6 The appeasement contin- 
ued until Maurice was able to transfer military troops to the Balkans after 
the peace with the Sassanids in 591. After initial defeats against the Avars, 
another peace was brokered with an increase in tribute to 120.000 solidi. 
However, when the Avar army was decimated by an outbreak of disease, 
the Byzantines regrouped, dismissed the treaty, drove their enemies back 
and launched several incursions beyond the Danube. At the same time, the 
Slavic peoples were targeted to put an end to their raids.? In the case of 
Maurice, appeasement was used to win time to free up resources, rather than 
as a strategy on its own. The Byzantine campaign in the Balkans took a 
blow when the mutiny under Phocas erupted and the army became an instru- 
ment to overthrow the emperor. 

While both the eastern regions and the Balkan provinces had been under 
Byzantine rule ever since the fall of the Western Roman Empire, the Italian 
peninsula had been acquired more recently. Towards the end of the fifth 
century, the Ostrogoths had become a threat in the Balkans as they gained 
more and more power. As part of a strategy to divert their attention and 
exhaust their resources, Constantinople persuaded them to secure Italy for 
the imperial crown in 489.?? Over time Ostrogothic Italy grew more and 
more independent from Constantinople, until their queen Amalasuntha was 
murdered by an aristocratic plot in 535. Justinian I seized this opportunity 
and declared war on the Ostrogoths to allegedly avenge her death.!® The 
ensuing campaign would plunge the region into war for nearly twenty years, 
until Narses ultimately defeated the Ostrogoths in the 550s, and Italy was 
added to the Byzantine Empire.!?! Its conquest was a part of the Renovatio 
Imperii, the so-called grand design of Justinian I to reunite the Roman lands 
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around the Mediterranean.!% Only a few years after Justinian I's death, the 
Lombards made their way to the region in 568, after the Avars became the 
dominant power beyond the Danube. In the years that followed they con- 
quered a major part of the Italian peninsula.!% 

As part of a military operation to push back the Lombards, a large Byz- 
antine expedition under the command of Baduarius was launched in 575. 
Not long after arriving in Italy, the army suffered a disastrous defeat in the 
ensuing conflict. The Byzantine policy changed accordingly, and diplomacy 
would largely replace coercive measures. 04 It appears that instead of direct- 
ing resources to increase military capabilities, the Byzantines applied a dif- 
ferent kind of internal balancing: archaeological excavations have shown 
that additional fortifications were erected by the Byzantines to protect stra- 
tegic access points, such as bridges and roads. The best example was the 
province of Liguria, which was isolated from the other duchies and con- 
sisted of a network of fortified coastal cities connected by roads under guard 
of watchtowers and castella.'° In terms of diplomatic policy, the strategy of 
buck-passing was applied once again, this time to persuade the Franks to 
attack the Lombards by offering them a significant sum of gold. This part- 
nership even culminated in a failed two-pronged attack in 590, after which 
the Franks returned home. At the same time, several Lombard dukes were 
bribed to defect to the Byzantine side and to prevent the Lombard kingdom 
from uniting.!% Through these combined efforts the Byzantines regained 
power and territory in the region.'% Their fortunes turned when the Lombards 
concluded peace with the Franks following their invasion in 590, and the 
Lombard kingdom united itself under the leadership of Agilulf.!% Soon a 
military campaign against the Byzantines was launched, pushing them back 
to the coastal regions of Italy, with a small corridor connecting Rome and 
the area around Ravenna.!” Around 600, the Byzantine dominion mainly 
consisted of small duchies that were protected by natural barriers like rivers 
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and mountain ranges. The existential threat faced by the Byzantines in Italy 
aggravated when the Lombard campaign was reinforced by Avar-Slavic 
forces. The combined host ravaged the Byzantine province of Istria in 601, 
and made its way southwards toward Central Italy, levelling several cities 
along the way.'! By the time Phocas was acclaimed emperor in Constan- 
tinople, he had inherited a losing war in the Italian theatre. 

This section of the article established the make-up of the regional system 
of the Mediterranean and the Middle-East in the sixth century, with a focus 
on the Byzantine Empire as a great power. Towards the beginning of the 
seventh century, when Phocas' coup d'état took place, the system had wit- 
nessed a transition from a bipolar system in which only two great powers 
-the Byzantine and Sassanid — dominated, to a multipolar system, introduced 
through the rise of the Avar power. The result was a more volatile environ- 
ment, in which the Byzantines had to commit military resources to maintain 
the balance of power in the Balkans in their favour. This presented a stark 
contrast with their policy pre-570's, when financial and diplomatic incen- 
tives usually sufficed to contain rising threats, while the military could be 
deployed against the Sassanids or in operations overseas. At the same time, 
the century long power struggle in the east had come to a surprising end with 
the cession of valuable Sassanid territories to the Byzantines in exchange for 
their support. This signalled an important change in the balance of power 
and would have meant an increase of Byzantine dominance over the region. 
The conquest of Italy produced less than satisfactory results. A possible 
overestimation of one's own relative capabilities and an unforeseen conse- 
quence of Byzantine diplomacy in the Balkans, had caused the region to be 
devastated in a series of consecutive wars. When Phocas accessed the throne 
in 602, he had inherited a Byzantine Empire with a vast territorial scope, 
recently expanded in the east, but with its resources thinly spread and under 
significant stress to defend the balance of power. 


PHOCAS’ FOREIGN POLICY 


The Eastern policy under Phocas 
The embassy of Lilius 


When installed as the new emperor, Phocas was confronted with a rival 
empire in the east that had been at peace with the Byzantines since the treaty 
of 591, concluded by his predecessor. An initial attempt at normalising relations 
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with the Sassanid Empire was made in April 603, when a Byzantine embassy 
was sent to the court of Khosrow II.!!! Phocas entrusted the responsibility 
of this high profile mission to a certain Lilius, who was to notify the Persian 
shahanshah of the change of rule in Constantinople. This procedure was 
common practice in Byzantine-Persian relations, as noted by Theophylact.!!? 
The importance of the custom of notifying the Persian court should not be 
underestimated. Through continuation of tradition in Byzantine foreign 
policy, Phocas presented his coup d'état as a legitimate transition into a new 
rule and reached out to the shahanshah as his equal. Alternatively, it can also 
be seen as a cautious attempt at appeasement. Even though the regional 
balance of power was territorially in favour of the Byzantines, Phocas was 
still a usurper and faced plenty of internal challenges to his rule. Subsequently, 
this instability could have caused a temporary decrease in the resources that the 
state could lean on in times of conflict. At the same time the Balkans were 
still in disarray, while the Lombards were plundering Italy. The state of the 
Byzantine Empire and the precarious position of its ruler in 603 meant that it 
had little choice but to act as an appeaser until it regained its strength. On the 
other hand, Mearsheimer mentions the usage of diplomatic channels as the 
primary act in balancing. According to him, this can serve as a warning to a 
possible aggressor emphasising the sender state's commitment to the current 
balance of power, and its willingness to defend it.!!* Hence the emissary to 
the Sassanid court could also be understood along these lines, as a confir- 
mation that the Byzantine Empire was still in command of the resources it 
needed to wage war. Whether it was bluff, confidence in one's capabilities or 
a willingness to maintain the status quo, it is certain that Lilius’ embassy had 
an important role to fulfil for Constantinople. 

On his route to the Sassanid court, Lilius would have had to pass the 
fortress of Dara, which had only recently been returned to the Byzantines. 
There he was welcomed by Germanus, who held the position of dux of 
Dara.!'^ At this point Theophylact mentions that he was only recently made 
commander of the fortress. Narses had previously held that position, as he 
had also been the one commanding the troops restoring Khosrow Η to the 
Sassanid throne. After a conflict between the two of them, Maurice had 
made the decision to replace him with Germanus.! It is necessary to note 
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that his removal from Dara had no further impact on Narses’ position as 
magister militum per Orientem, meaning that he still retained the command 
over the Eastern Byzantine forces.!!ó This distinction is important, since the 
same Narses would head an insurgency against the rule of Phocas. After his 
stay at Dara Lilius travelled to the Persian court where he delivered the 
message of the new emperor in Constantinople. His arrival was met with 
hostility as the change of rule was dismissed as an illegitimate coup d'état, 
and Lilius himself was taken prisoner by the Sassanids. Khosrow II announced 
his intent to avenge the murder of his patron and friend, and followed it with 
a declaration of war on the Byzantine Empire. 7 


The motivation of Khosrow II 


In 603 Khosrow II declared war and prepared to invade the Byzantine 
Empire. The question addressed in this section is why he made this decision. 
After all, the change of rule in Constantinople had politically nothing to do 
with the Persians, being a result of internal developments within the Byzan- 
tine Empire. A dichotomy in the sources is noticeable in this issue. While 
Theophylact and Theophanes are unanimous in their condemnation of Khos- 
row II as a warmonger who used the death of Maurice as an excuse, most 
eastern sources point to the overwhelming grief he felt for the death of his 
friend.'!$ Additionally, they mention that one son of Maurice, Theodosius, 
had been able to escape the carnage and had fled to the Persian court. There 
he had found an ally in Khosrow II, who provided him with an army to fight 
for his cause.!!? A clear parallel with the civil war between Khosrow II and 
Bahram Chobin years earlier is easy to draw. The presence of a legitimate 
heir to the throne at the Persian court was very much doubted by the Byzan- 
tine sources.!? While listing the exact locations where each member of the 
family of Maurice had found his death, the Chronicon Paschale explicitly 
states that Theodosius was killed at the Diadromoi in Constantinople.'?! 
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Theophylact himself went through considerable lengths to verify the eastern 
accounts, only to conclude that Theodosius had indeed been killed.'?? 
There seems to be a division among modern scholars on the question 
whether or not the appearance of this pseudo-Theodosius was a ploy by 
Khosrow II to lend credibility to the legitimacy of a righteous war.'?? Olster 
points out that the events preceding the treaty of 591 could very well have 
inspired the shahanshah to pursue a similar strategy by procuring the Byzan- 
tine throne for the pretender, who would in exchange gift considerable tracts 
of land to the Sassanids.!?* From the theoretical point of view adopted in this 
article the events of 603 can be explained from a very similar point of view 
as the one proposed by Olster. Yet while the latter states that the treaty of 
591 could have served as inspiration for the actions of Khosrow II, neoreal- 
ists would contend that it was rather the main incentive. The Sassanid Empire 
was a major player in Middle Eastern politics, locked for centuries in a 
struggle for power with their Byzantine counterpart. A few years before the 
coup d'état of Phocas, these dynamics suddenly changed. When Maurice 
supported the claim of Khosrow II to the throne of Ctesiphon in exchange 
for considerable grants of territory, the balance of power tilted heavily in 
favour of Constantinople, as it had acquired the crucial stronghold of Dara 
and the gold-rich lands of Persian Armenia. This had brought the Byzantine 
Empire closer to dominance over the region, which posed an immediate 
threat to Sassanid security. From then on, the Sassanid Empire became a 
revisionist power focused on restoring the balance of power, one that was 
willing to dedicate considerable resources to attain this goal. After all, sur- 
vival trumps all other foreign policy considerations in an anarchic system. 
The case that a revision of the balance of power lay at the basis of the war 
declaration is further strengthened by the argument of Flusin, namely that it 
is no wonder that the initial Persian invasion was aimed at multiple targets 
at once, unsurprisingly those regions that had been surrendered in 501.155 
In 603 the Sassanid Empire found itself in the best possible circumstances 
to make a power play. Its north-eastern borders were secured through recent 
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wars with the Turkish Khaganate, whereas the Byzantine Empire was in 
disarray, partially due to Narses' insurgency. In 603 he rose up in rebellion 
against Phocas and took the city of Edessa with Byzantine troops loyal to 
him.!?° Even though domestic troubles are usually dismissed in structural 
analyses, the insurgency directly affected the balance of power, as he 
extracted significant resources from the Byzantine military, in his capacity 
of a former magister militum per Orientem. From the actions that will be 
later discussed, it can be inferred that the insurgents took the side of Khos- 
row II in the ensuing conflict, which meant an effective increase of Sassanid 
capabilities. Additionally, the Sassanids would in all likelihood have used 
the period of peace following the treaty of 591 to rebuild their military might 
and fill the royal treasury." This meant that they had considerable resources 
at their disposal on the eve of war. Finally, one last argument for a neoreal- 
ist interpretation of the events would be the simple fact that the Last Great 
War of Antiquity would stretch for over twenty years, and would continue 
after the accession of Heraclius and the execution of Phocas. If vengeance 
had been the main incentive for Khosrow II, this would have meant the end 
of the invasion. Instead the Sassanids continued their conquest, rejected the 
peace proposal offered by Heraclius, and proceeded to permanently occupy 
the lands already conquered." In conclusion, in 603 the Sassanid Empire 
was a formidable opponent that had abided its time until it saw an opportu- 
nity to challenge the current balance of power brought about by the treaty 
of 591. It did not fundamentally matter if Phocas was the emperor at that 
time, or even if Khosrow II mourned a lost friend, as it were the structural 
circumstances that had created the incentive for the Sassanid Empire to 
make a power play, not the personalities or troubles of the rulers involved. 


The fall of Dara, and the conquest of Mesopotamia 


In 603 the Sassanid armies simultaneously invaded Mesopotamia and the 
Armenian territories. The key to the first region was Dara, the fortress at the 
border that had been returned to the Byzantine Empire in 591. Its com- 
mander was Germanus, who received orders from Constantinople to lay 
siege to Edessa, where Narses was holed up.!”? The Sassanid forces changed 
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tactics accordingly and while part of it was left behind to encircle Dara, 
Khosrow II led the remainder to Edessa, where he beat Germanus and 
liberated Narses.!# After his victory the shahanshah returned to Dara, which 
he captured after a siege of eighteen months. Meanwhile the Byzantines 
succeeded in seizing Edessa, when another force under the command of a 
certain John had renewed the attack on the city. Narses was captured and 
executed.!?! In 604 a treaty was concluded with the Avars in the west, which 
made it possible for Phocas to free up troops to send to the east. This Byz- 
antine army, under command of a eunuch Leontius, encountered the Persian 
army of Khosrow II at Arxamoun. Due to the latter's use of war elephants, 
the Byzantine troops were soon broken and scattered. After this defeat, 
Leontius was brought back to Constantinople in shackles.'?? It is apparent 
that in 603-604 several Byzantine armies were sent to the east in order to 
quell the insurgency of Narses and stop the Sassanids from advancing. These 
attempts failed for the most part, as they only succeeded in quelling the insur- 
gency of Narses. The fall of Dara is dated alternately in 604, 605 or 606, 
depending on the source.!? The next fortress that was taken was Tur Abdin, 
in 604-605.!% In the following years Amida, Thello, Rhesaina, Cephas and 
Mardin were captured by the Sassanid forces.!?? In 609-610, they conquered 
the remaining Byzantine settlements in Mesopotamia, with Edessa being the 
most important one.!?° By 610 the whole region to the east of the Euphrates 
was under the control of the Sassanid armies. 

After the initial defeats it seems that the Byzantines carried out no more 
counter attacks; at least there is no more mention of any additional armies 
sent to the east. Undoubtedly the insurgency of Heraclius in 608 against 
Phocas and the ensuing civil war in Egypt redirected a lot of military resources 
towards defeating him. In that regard, it is remarkable how slow the Persian 
army advanced in the eight years following the victory of Khosrow II 
over Germanus. However, the building activities initiated by Anastasius I 
and completed under Justinian I to reinforce the eastern strongholds of the 
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Byzantine Empire, must have slowed their conquest down.!*” It is clear that 
the aim of the Persian campaign was permanent occupation, rather than 
looting and raiding, as the conquered cities were subjected to paying taxes 
to Ctesiphon. 5 


The conquest of Armenia 


At the time of the assault on Dara, a second Sassanid army under com- 
mand of a John Veh invaded Byzantine Armenia.!'*” Based on the only 
source that describes the campaign in detail, pseudo-Sebeos, it appears that 
the Sassanid forces faced a lot more resistance from the Byzantines com- 
pared to their advance in Mesopotamia. The first battle took place at Elevard 
in 603, when the Sassanid army was decisively defeated and John Veh him- 
self was killed.'4° A second battle took place at the fortress of Erginay, when 
a new army under Datoyean invaded the region. This time the Byzantines 
were routed and the region plundered, after which the Sassanids retreated.!*! 
In 605-606 they returned to Byzantine Armenia, under command of Senitam 
Khosrow. Again a battle was fought, this time at the city of Angl. The Sas- 
sanids defeated the Byzantines with a surprise attack, and their commander 
was captured and sent to Ctesiphon. Senitam Khosrow continued his cam- 
paign and advanced further into Armenia, capturing the cities of Basean, 
Gaylatuk, Erginay and Tskhnakert along the way.!? The important city of 
Theodosiopolis surrendered to the Persians in 606-607, and another victory 
was achieved over a Byzantine army at Basean.!* In 607-608 the Sassanids, 
under command of a certain Shahin, defeated yet another Byzantine army 
at Theodosiopolis, and finally conquered the whole region. A year later they 
reached the city of Caesarea in Cappadocia, which they captured and allowed 
them to link up with the main host of the Sassanid army in Mesopotamia.!^ 
It is remarkable how much more resistance the Byzantine Empire put up 
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against the Sassanid campaign in the Armenian regions. While the main 
defense in Mesopotamia appeared to have been left to the fortified cities, 
Byzantine reinforcements kept arriving in the northern regions, bent on 
repelling the invaders. The economic importance of the region, as stated 
earlier in this article, should therefore not be underestimated. It becomes 
clear through the sheer efforts made by both great powers to retain control 
over the area, that its possession was seen as the key to regional hegemony. 
However, despite the repeated Byzantine attempts at driving them back, the 
Sassanid Empire had gained control over the Armenian territories as well as 
Mesopotamia by the end of Phocas' reign. 


The Balkan policy under Phocas 
The mutiny of 602 


After the discussion of the eastern developments under Phocas, this article 
now turns to the Balkans. The improvement of Byzantine-Sassanid relations 
under Maurice had an impact on Byzantine policy in this region as well. 
The peace treaty allowed him to transfer troops to the Balkans to deal with 
the Avar and Slavic threat. Under command of Priscus, operations were 
conducted north of the Danube.!* In 597 the Avars counterattacked and 
succeeded in encircling the Byzantine forces at Tomi, a settlement located 
at the Black Sea. A relieving force led by Commentiolus was defeated when 
they were not able to reach Priscus before engaging the Avars in battle.!* 
In 598 a peace treaty was reached in exchange for a Byzantine tribute of 
120.000 solidi. At the time of its conclusion however, the Avar army was 
being decimated by the plague, forcing them to retreat north of the Danube. 
Priscus and Commentiolus regrouped their forces and launched an attack 
on Avar territory, in disregard of the treaty. The Avar military might was 
shattered by repeated defeats at the hands of the Byzantines, and their empire 
brought to the brink of ruin.!^ In the meantime Maurice” brother Peter had 
relieved Priscus of the upper command over the Byzantine army.!* The 
latter had been sent to Armenia to oversee a transfer of people to Thracia in 
order to recolonise the Balkans. This appears to have been a strategy to pacify 
the region after the recent victories against the Avars.!* 
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In 602 Peter was ordered to cross the Danube to spend winter north of 
the river. Theophylact blamed this directive on Maurice' avarice, because 
the army would have to survive by plundering the Avar lands, instead of 
placing a heavy financial burden on the Empire.!°° Whitby refutes this 
notion by pointing out that the recent successful campaigns must have resulted 
in an excess of spoils. Furthermore, due to the treaty of 591, the Byzantines 
had ceded paying tributes to either Sassanids or Avars. This would mean 
that Maurice would have been in possession of enough wealth to supply his 
army.'?! He offers instead an alternative explanation, namely that the winter 
was the optimal time to engage the Slavs, as described in the military hand- 
book Strategikon.'”? Despite the tactical advantage, Theophylact’s account 
could be an indication of how the order was received among the soldiers, 
who were aware of earlier attempts of the emperor to save on military 
expenses. While they initially conceded to cross the river, the morale of the 
soldiers completely dropped when they faced heavy weather. After a refusal 
by Peter to recant the command, the drop in morale turned into a widespread 
mutiny. The Byzantine forces chose Phocas as the representative of their 
cause, and advanced to Constantinople.'5? 

After his accession to the throne, Phocas ordered the execution of his 
predecessor. The killing did not end with the death of Maurice and his 
family though, since Peter and Commentiolus were eliminated, as well as 
several officers associated with their command.'5* This has prompted mod- 
ern academics to state that the regime of Phocas was characterised by a 
violent and random purge of the old establishment loyal to the memory of 
Maurice.'55 A closer look at the choice of victims challenges the accuracy 
of this statement, as the killing spree seems to be motivated by a certain 
cold-blooded logic, rather than the random madness ascribed to a tyrant, 
While the execution of the imperial family can be ascribed to the threat that 
was posed to a usurper by the legitimate heirs of Maurice, the other victims 
were all part of the military command of the Balkan army at the time of the 
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mutiny. Their demise should therefore be seen in light of their refusal to 
acquiesce to the demands of the military. As plenty of officials serving 
under the previous establishment had been spared by Phocas and were even 
permitted to continue to serve in their position, it is clear that the killing was 
limited to a select group of people.!*6 


The loss of the Balkans 


The literary sources on the state of the Balkan provinces under the reign 
of Phocas are very scant. Theophanes paints in two sentences a picture of a 
region that had been ravaged by Avars not long after the coup d'état." 
He reiterates the same point later in his history to describe the challenges that 
Heraclius faced when he acceded to the throne in 610.155 This minute and 
acutely vague report has been used by modern scholars to declare the Balkans 
a lost cause for the Byzantine Empire, on the account of Phocas' disastrous 
reign. Stratos claims that Phocas ceased the military operations that Maurice 
had instigated, allowing the Avars to regain their military strength. In the 
years that followed, they would ravage the entire region.'”” Theophanes’ 
version of the facts has further been corroborated by John of Nikiu, who 
describes the Balkans as being completely depopulated, while Slavic forces 
razed the Byzantine cities.!© The situation has since been reassessed by Olster, 
who relies on ps. Sebeos to argue that there was no radical breakdown in 
security after the accession of Phocas, as it appears that he had ordered the 
Balkan army to resume their operations at the Danube.!6! In this sense, he 
would have continued the policy of Maurice concerning the Balkans until 
he concluded a peace treaty with the Avars in 604/605. Considering that 
Phocas was a usurper who had taken the throne with the help of the Balkan 
army, it would not have been illogical for him to keep supporting their 
operation in the region. Abandoning them now would have cost him their 
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loyalty, something that he could not do without in his precarious position. 
Nevertheless, it is not only logic that strengthens the case of ps. Sebeos; 
archaeological and numismatic evidence also seem to suggest that the region 
remained relatively undisturbed for most of Phocas' reign. Madgearu argues 
that the downfall of the /imes at the Danube was not the consequence of a 
specific event, such as the insurgency of 602, but rather a gradual evolution. 
The initial deterioration can be traced back to the 570s, when the Avars 
gained their first victories over the Byzantine forces. This changed the out- 
look of the Byzantine Balkans permanently, since it was no longer mere 
raiding parties looting the provinces, but well-organised Avar armies.!9? 
There has been evidence found of sites that have been partially or com- 
pletely destroyed, but not on the widespread scale that one would expect 
from Theophanes' account. The sites of Sacidava, Dinogetia, Capidava and 
Novae, situated along the limes, hint at a violent transition around the year 
600. Since the insurgency of Phocas took place around that time in that 
area, there is a strong possibility that the assessed damage was caused by 
marauding soldiers. Moreover, the discovery of a hoard of coins bearing 
the image of Phocas in Noviodunum, a fortress to the north of Sacidava, 
suggests a continuous Byzantine presence at the /imes, even if it is uncertain 
to what degree.!^ 

Additional numismatic evidence registers an increase in the monetary 
circulation in the markets of Corinth and Athens under Phocas' reign, which 
indicates that the regional economy stabilized after his coup d'état. Thessa- 
lonica, arguably the most important city in the Balkans, experienced a 
revival as well.!^ An economical growth in the province of Scythia was 
registered as well, with a ratio of coins comparable or even higher than 
during the reign of Tiberius II and Maurice. It thus appears that the Balkans 
remained Byzantine to a certain degree throughout the rule of Phocas, and 
that the situation deteriorated only towards the end, possibly due to the 
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instability caused by Heralius' civil war.!% Numismatics and additional lit- 
erary sources have prompted Popovic to argue that John of Nikiu's account 
of the events should be situated in the first few years of the reign of Hera- 
clius.!°” Paul the Deacon mentions that the province of Istria had to endure 
Slavic raids in the years following Heraclius' coup d'état; George of Pisidia 
notes as one of the main challenges facing Heraclius the Slavs who encircle 
the empire “as wolves”.!$ Finally there is the narrative of Isidore of Sevilla, 
who relates that the Slavic peoples had conquered the Byzantine provinces 
in the first years of Heraclius’ reign.!? The evidence concludes that the 
first serious Slavic and Avar intrusions are to be situated after the rule of 
Phocas, contrary to what Theophanes claims.'” During his government, the 
provinces appear to have witnessed a certain stability, as well as an economic 
revival. 

This article is not arguing that this was a period during which the Balkan 
provinces were free from any interference from beyond the Danube. On the 
contrary, The Miracles of Saint Demetrius, a chronicle of Thessalonica devoted 
to the patron of the city, clearly shows that Byzantines and Slavic peoples 
interacted on a regular basis.!”! Several examples of peaceful co-existence 
between the citizens of the Byzantine cities and surrounding Slavic peoples 
can be found in the chronicle.!”? This means that Slavic peoples were living 
throughout the Balkans, implying that Slavic settlement was already deeply 
integrated into the Byzantine landscape. To state that the overthrow of Mau- 
rice was the cue for all the Slavic peoples north of the Danube to overrun 
the provinces, is therefore a bit too simplistic. Rather it appears that there 
was not one obvious individual event on which the Slavic domination of the 
Balkans can be pinpointed, any more than that there was something like a 
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homogenous Byzantine Balkan region in the first place. The downfall of the 
limes and the subsequent loss of the Balkans was a gradual evolution, likely 
to have been precipitated by the unification of the Avar power, as well as 
the progressive infiltration of the Slavs, possibly by as early as the beginning 
of the sixth century.!”? The influence of archaeological findings has meant 
that this new approach has become more and more accepted by scholars.!”* 
Liebeschuetz argues that by 602 a major part of the provinces had been 
intractably ravaged by the preceding Avar campaigns. Even though the sit- 
uation generally improved after this time, it is far from certain that the 
Byzantines were able to recover the frontiers. He envisions the region to be 
a buffer zone, dotted with relatively independent cities fending for them- 
selves, with the occasional assistance of Byzantine forces.!”* In any case, it 
has been proved by literary, numismatic and archaeological sources that the 
Balkan provinces remained under nominal Byzantine control during Phocas’ 
reign. This means that the version of Theophanes lamenting the loss of the 
Balkans can be attributed to his disdain for Phocas, and should be situated 
in the reign of his successor. 


The treaty of 604/605 


Asides from the vague allusion to the complete downfall of the Byzantine 
provinces in the Balkan, Theophanes only describes one concrete event, 
namely a treaty concluded between Phocas and the Avar khagan around 
604/605.'7° It is plausible that the yearly amount paid by the Byzantines 
totalled 140.000 solidi by now, since the Avar had gradually increased the 
initial tribute of 80.000 solidi in 572 with 20.000 each consecutive treaty.177 
Phocas' motivation to conclude a treaty under these hefty new terms was 
without a doubt the war with the Sassanid Empire. The eastern defence was 
in urgent need of troops, while the Balkan provinces were pacified enough 
to deploy a smaller military garrison. The Avar khagan must have been well 
aware of the dire situation of the Byzantine Empire to be bold enough to 
demand an increase in tribute, considering their recent losses due to the 
Byzantine campaigns. Phocas agreed to the terms and relocated the majority 


173 CURTA, The Making of the Slavs [see n. 94], p. 75. 

U^ Popovic, Koutrigours, Slaves et Avars [see n. 167], pp. 630-631; MADGEARU, The 
Province of Scythia [see n. 163], pp. 54-55. 

175 J, H. G. W. LIEBESCHUETZ, The Lower Danube Region under Pressure: from Valens to 
Heraclius, in A. G. POULTER (ed.), The transition to late antiquity: on the Danube and beyond, 
Oxford, 2007, p. 129. 

176 "Theophanes, 6096 AM. 

177 PoHL, Die Awaren [see n. 88], p. 238; IDEM, The Avars [see n. 84], p. 403. 


188 ARNOUT DE VLEESCHOUWER 


of the Balkan army to the east. As confirmed by archaeological and numis- 
matic evidence, the Avars seemed to have complied with the treaty for most 
or all of Phocas' reign. 

It has been argued in the article that the mighty Avar khaganate was the 
result of short-term neorealist strategies aimed at stimulating disorder 
beyond the Byzantine provinces. These diplomatic plays had paid off well 
for a long time, guaranteeing the dominance of Constantinople over the 
region. In particular, paying third parties to engage either an opponent or 
ally that was growing too strong, known as buck-passing and the subsequent 
bloodletting, appeared to be a favoured policy among Phocas’ predecessors. 
This strategy ultimately backfired with the creation of the Avar Khaganate, 
a great power based in the Balkans and strong enough to threaten Byzantine 
security on multiple occasions. The Avars were more powerful than any of 
the other peoples roaming the Balkan territories since the demise of Attila's 
Empire. The main drawback for Constantinople was that the Avars were not 
dependent on financial and/or military aid to fight out their conflicts, a 
dependency that had previously allowed the Byzantines to reap the benefits 
of their patronage. The arrival of the Avars resulted in a new relationship 
comparable to the one Constantinople enjoyed with the Sassanid Empire, a 
continuous power struggle between two great powers. The existence of two 
great powers on its respective borders frequently forced the Byzantine 
Empire to adopt the role of appeaser with either or both of them. In the case 
of the Avar Khaganate the situation was exacerbated through the exerted 
pressure by the continued Slavic raids in Byzantine lands. The treaty of 591 
had enabled the Byzantine Empire to escape from the Avar gridlock, allow- 
ing the transfer of troops from the east to the west. Nevertheless, with the 
outbreak of the Sassanid-Byzantine war it seemed that the relations were 
once again reversed, with Phocas being forced into the role of appeaser, 
having no choice but to give in to Avar demands. 

The treaty of 604/605 resulted from a long-term appeasement policy 
towards the Avar Khaganate, and was quite possibly a short-term solution 
until peace was brokered in the east and Byzantine troops could be reas- 
signed. However, the war would rage on for twenty years and the Balkan 
provinces remained scarcely defended. It is therefore highly surprising that 
the Avars adhered to the treaty and did not take advantage of the dire situ- 
ation the Byzantine Empire found itself in, seemingly not even instructing 
large-scale Slavic intrusions to apply pressure on Constantinople. The treaty 
would be observed until the first years of Heraclius' reign, when the Avars 
overran the provinces, eventually laying siege to Constantinople itself in 
626. This type of external balancing, where the Avars allied themselves with 
another regional power to balance against the Byzantine Empire could have 
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occurred as recent as the first years of Phocas' reign, when the first defeats 
against the Sassanids were incurred in the east. Considering the near ideal 
circumstances that followed Phocas' accession, this begs the question why 
a rational actor like the Avar state would not take advantage of the oppor- 
tunity to gain power at the expense of the Byzantines. 

A defensive realist explanation, namely that the khaganate was a status 
quo power content with its level of power and security, and therefore refrain- 
ing from the use of force, is not sufficient. The Avar khaganate was a great 
power bent on revising the balance of power. After all, earlier wars with the 
Byzantines and the invasion of 626 are evidence of more ambitious aspira- 
tions. A more likely explanation is that the military resources of the Avars 
had been depleted as a result of the successful campaigns under Maurice, 
and quite possibly Phocas, which would explain their hesitation. It is possible 
that they used the period of peace to regain their strength before engaging 
the Byzantine Empire during the first years of Heraclius’ rule. Until then the 
aspiring great power abided its time, while simultaneously benefitting from 
the advantageous treaty concluded by the Byzantines. Furthermore, the Bal- 
kans were not the only frontier where the Avars invested military resources. 
As will be discussed in the following chapter, the Avars were militarily 
involved in the Italian theatre of war, where they supported the Lombards 
in their struggle against the Byzantine exarchate. At the same time, they 
were to some degree part of an intervention in Frankish affairs, although it 
is not certain to what extent.'’* Taking into account these factors, it appears 
that the Avars had as much to gain from stable border in the Balkans as the 
Byzantines, at least for the time being. 


The Italian policy under Phocas 
The Lombard war, 601-605 


In the Italian region Phocas was confronted with a war that had broken 
out between the Lombards and the Byzantines in 601, after the then exarch, 
Callinicus, had kidnapped the daughter of king Agilulf. In a first act of war 
the city of Padua was taken by the Lombards and razed to the ground. 
In earlier times, the Lombard king had sent technical experts to the Avars to 
assist them with the construction of several ships.!”? Not long after, an alli- 
ance with the Avar khagan was concluded, who subsequently sent military 
reinforcements consisting of Avar and Slavic troops.!#0 In 602, a combined 
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army of Lombards, Avars and Slavs was rampaging through the northern 
Byzantine provinces in Italy, having first ravaged the region of Istria. The 
accession of Phocas signalled a change in policy with the reappointment of 
Smaragdus as exarch of Ravenna, who had held that position from 584/585 
until 589/590. During his previous tenure he had enjoyed friendly relations 
with pope Pelagius II as well as concluded peace with the Lombards, but 
was relieved from office due to religious troubles.!*! His replacement of 
Callinicus is an indication of Constantinople's disposition to end the war 
with the Lombards. Given the tensions on the eastern front and the recent 
military operations in the Balkans, the Byzantines could not spare the 
resources to bring the Italian war to an advantageous end.'?? 

Meanwhile, Lombard forces advanced to Cremona, which they captured. 
The army then moved on to Mantua. Paul the Deacon notes that its inhab- 
itants received free passage in exchange for the surrender of their city; Val- 
doria and Brescello suffered the same fate, with the latter set ablaze by the 
retreating Byzantines.!? Finally, Smaragdus returned the daughter to king 
Agilulf, and not long after, a peace was concluded between the warring par- 
ties. The treaty stipulated that it would expire around 605.154 It is likely that 
this temporary peace was brokered by the new exarch, as a first step towards 
a more permanent arrangement. When this treaty lapsed, the Lombards con- 
quered the cities of Bagnoreggio and Orvieto, after which they renewed the 
cease-fire with the Byzantines, this time for the next three years. In exchange 
the Byzantines agreed to pay a tribute of 12.000 solidi.'55 In 608/609 a Lom- 
bard embassy attended the court in Constantinople, where the peace treaty 
was once again extended. In addition, the Lombard king Agilulf was graced 
with imperial gifts.!%% For the remainder of Phocas’ rule, the Lombards 
seemed to have observed the peace treaty, refraining from any further incur- 
sions into Byzantine territory. 

Paul the Deacon traces the cause of the Lombard-Byzantine war back to 
the kidnapping of king Agilulf's daughter by the exarch Callinicus. As it is 
a sound motive in its own right, it goes a long way in explaining the eruption 


15! PIRE IIB, Smaragdus 2, pp. 1164-1166; Paul the Deacon, iv. 25; G. RAVEGNANI, Gli 
Esarchi d'Italia, Rome, 2011, p. 66. During his tenure, Smaragdus erected the so-called 
columna Phocae dedicated to the emperor, which can still be admired today on the Forum 
Romanum in Rome, see P. VERDUCHI, Columna Phocae, in Lexicon Topographicum Urbis 
Romae, Rome, 1993, p. 307. 

182 T, S. BROWN, Gentlemen and Officers, Imperial Administration and Aristocratic Power 
in Byzantine Italy A.D. 554-88, Rome, 1984, pp. 85-86. 
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of the conflict. Yet it is not satisfactory when gauging the scope of the con- 
flict, the parties involved or the fact that even when the daughter was 
returned by Smaragdus, the Lombards still seized the cities of Bagnoreggio 
and Orvieto. The neorealist framework adopted in this article offers an alter- 
native approach to explain the events. Ever since the Lombards migrated to 
Italy, they had been a revisionist power striving to expand their resources to 
improve their security and assure their survival. As the Byzantine presence 
in the region constituted a major threat to this aim, numerous conflicts 
ensued. The war in 601 should be seen as a new offensive within the over- 
arching decade-spanning struggle for power in Italy. The Lombard actions 
preceding the invasion of Istria negate a “spur of the moment" declaration 
of war, following the kidnapping of the king's daughter. Instead, we see that 
the Lombards engaged in external balancing through what seems to have 
been a military alliance with the Avars, clearly preparing for a military 
operation against the Byzantines. The choice of ally was logical, as they 
were both aspiring powers that balanced against the dominance of the 
Byzantine Empire in their respective regional systems. That this was not an 
alliance out of affinity or ideological sympathies becomes apparent in 611, 
when an Avar host invaded the Lombard lands of Venetia.!% It was an alli- 
ance concluded out of convenience, which only remained intact as long as 
their aims converged.'** Backed by Avar-Slavic military support, the Lom- 
bards must have felt secure enough to initiate hostilities soon. Moreover, the 
Byzantine preoccupation in the Balkans meant that they would not be able 
to raise additional resources to stage an effective defence. In conclusion, 
even though the kidnapping of the daughter might have very well been the 
incident that kicked off the conflict, the pattern-like make-up of the system 
and the distribution of power within held a promise that a recurring conflict 
was imminent. 

The Byzantine policy under Phocas can be explained in a similar manner. 
Justinian's Renovatio Imperii succeeded partially with securing the prov- 
inces of Italy, North Africa and Southern Spain for the imperial crown, but 
it also introduced some unforeseen consequences.!*? Often hailed as one of 
his most impressive achievements, the conquests also committed his suc- 
cessors to the defense of these newly acquired regions, in particular Italy. 


137 Pau] the Deacon, iv. 37. 
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The introduction of several new frontiers spread the military resources 
of the Byzantine Empire awfully thin, especially when maintaining the 
equilibrium in both the Balkans and the east had already proven to be an 
effective drain of these resources. On top of that, the utter devastation of the 
Italian peninsula following decades of warring with the Ostrogoths and Lom- 
bards, most likely meant that its conquest did not result in significant reserves 
of resources that could be used in future wars.?? Mearsheimer further argues 
how large bodies of water are a critical obstacle to effectively projecting 
power in regions overseas, even in modern times when naval technology has 
made enormous strides.!?! All of this amounted to a region that was difficult 
to supply and even more difficult to defend militarily. This realization is 
reflected in the change of diplomatic course after the disastrous defeat of the 
Byzantine forces in 575, when a policy of buck-passing and internal balanc- 
ing was adopted. Fewer military resources were committed to conventional 
wars, instead financial resources were employed to maintain the balance of 
power and to enlist allies, such as the Franks, for the Byzantine cause. Nev- 
ertheless, this strategy proved less effective than in the Balkans, where the 
peoples eager to procure the support of Constantinople were numerous and 
a third party could always be found. Instead, the Lombard kingdom knew to 
unite itself and concluded peace with the Franks, after which it could com- 
pletely dedicate its resources to the conquest of the Byzantine lands. The 
conflict that was initiated in the last year of Maurice's rule, was one where 
a revisionist power sought to balance against a status quo power that was not 
in the position to mount an effective defense, especially not when the eastern 
front demanded most of its resources. The appeasement-policy adopted 
under Phocas was therefore the natural and logical consequence, offering 
financial incentive to buy time and maintain the balance of power. 

What is more difficult to explain through a neorealist framework is the 
Lombard decision to seemingly acquiesce in this offer of appeasement. Even 
though the Lombards did not refrain from abusing their position of strength 
by seizing the cities of Bagnoreggio and Orvieto when the first treaty had 
lapsed, yet they appeared to have observed the peace in the latter years of 
Phocas' rule. The exacted tribute from the Byzantines was also less than one 
tenth of what the Avars demanded from Constantinople in exchange for their 
non-aggression. Considering their significant advantage and the Byzantines’ 
inability to respond in an appropriate manner, neorealism, and offensive 


190 Brown notes that a general scarcity of men in Italy left the army “starved of troops”. 
One way to deal with this shortage was to enlist non-Roman forces as foederati; see BROWN, 
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realism in particular, has difficulty to provide an adequate explanation. Even 
a defensive realist point of view dictating that a power will only seek enough 
power to guarantee its security, fails to convince. A sufficient level of 
security would surely include the whole of the Italian peninsula, and not 
allow the presence of a threatening great power? It could very well be that 
the Lombardic resources were exhausted from decades of war, and that this 
in combination with the previous internal balancing on the Byzantine side 
had convinced the Lombards not to continue their war. After all, states are 
rational actors that only engage in hostilities when gains are certain (or at least 
when they are led to believe so). While this definitely a possibility, there is 
an alternative explanation would fall outside of the realms of neorealism, as 
it relates to the role that the papacy played as mediator in the conflict. Since 
this line of reasoning pertains to ideology and interpersonal connections, it 
is difficult to reconcile it with the views held that states are the sole actors 
that matter in international relations. 


Beyond neorealism: the role of the papacy in the Byzantine — Lombard war 


Relations between the popes of Rome and the imperial seat of Constan- 
tinople had strained under the rule of Maurice, as a result of the Istrian 
Schism. In 451 the Council of Chalcedon had condemned the writings of 
three theologists, issuing a decree to banish them from churches throughout 
the Byzantine Empire. In Italy the bishops of Milan, Aquileia and Istria 
repudiated the outcome of the Council, resulting in a severance from the 
Church of Rome.!” The conflict became embedded in the political sphere 
when the Lombard kings offered protection to the renegade bishoprics resid- 
ing in their lands. It thus became more difficult for Rome to prosecute the 
Istrian opposition. Smaragdus had assisted the pontificate during his first 
tenure as exarch, but was recalled by Maurice when he had forced the leader 
of the Istrian Schism to negotiate with the bishop of Ravenna.!” The lack 
of Byzantine support led to a souring in the relations with Rome, which 
reached the nadir when Maurice appointed the patriarch of Constantinople 
as head of the Church, instead of the Roman pope. !°* 

The reappointment of Smaragdus under Phocas meant a return to the 
active support of papal authority. The relief is noticeable in pope Gregory 
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I’s letter addressed to the exarch, where he explicitly welcomes his efforts 
to put pressure on the wayward bishops.!” The same joyous sentiment is 
reflected in his letters to Phocas and his wife, Leontia. The overwhelmingly 
positive discourse towards the imperial couple has filled modern scholars 
with horror, as they cannot reconcile the iconic figure that is Gregory the 
Great, with the aversion they feel for Phocas. Collective indignation has 
induced academics to label the letter celebrating the accession of Phocas as 
one of the most shameful episodes in the life of Gregory L.!% It is remark- 
able how this traditional view, rooted in the writings of Theophanes and 
Theophylact, obstinately persists, even in the face of numerous sources 
pointing to the contrary. An examination of the available sources confirms 
that the pope was grateful for the return of an emperor that supported his 
cause. In a second letter written to Phocas, Gregory I praised the manner in 
which he governed the Italian region, specifically his peace-building efforts 
with the Lombards.!” The imperial support in the persecution of those affiliated 
with the Istrian Schism, as well as his ability to establish peace in a region 
that had been ravaged by war for so long, appears to have won Phocas the 
trust of Rome. Even after the demise of Gregory I in 604, relations with the 
pontificate continued to prosper. In the following years, the pontificate was 
restored as head of the Christian Church by imperial decree, overturning the 
decision taken under Maurice. The last pope who served during the reign of 
Phocas was Boniface IV, who succeeded his predecessor, Boniface II, in 
608. During his tenure he requested permission to the emperor to refurbish 
the Pantheon in Rome as a church dedicated to the Virgin Mary, which was 
granted. Even more than that, Phocas ordered several imperial treasures to 
be gifted to the new church.! When assessing the wider range of available 
sources it becomes clear that Phocas did indeed enjoy a good relationship with 
the pontificate of Rome, which is hardly surprising, as the popes benefitted 
greatly from his reign. 
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However, this appears to have been a mutually beneficial relationship. Even 
when considering that the popes of Rome did not head a state of their own, 
as they resided in Byzantine territory, they did wield significant clout in 
regional politics. Their authority was derived from their position as head of 
the Christian Church. Since several members of the Lombard aristocracy had 
converted to Christianity, they were susceptible to papal influence. In the same 
letter to Smaragdus that included the passage on the Istrian Schism, Gregory 
I mentions that he had written to a certain Lombard duke by the name of 
Accila, urging him to observe the peace treaty.!” Even more remarkable is 
that he also maintained a correspondence with the spouse of Agilulf and queen 
of the Lombards, Theodelinda. In a letter addressed to her, Gregory I expressed 
his gratitude for the brokered peace, while encouraging her to remind her 
husband of abiding the treaty." The influence and power that Gregory I 
enjoyed through letter correspondence, must have been well appreciated by 
Phocas, who supported him and his successors in all possible manners. While 
the concrete impact of Rome mediation in the peace process between Lom- 
bards and Byzantines is hard to assess, it is not unimaginable that it played a 
vital part in its conservation and the lenient terms on which it was concluded. 

The last section discussed in the article briefly explored the possibility of 
alternative ways to analyse historical episodes that can not be readily 
explained through neorealism. The matter of the fact is that this theory sim- 
ply cannot clarify every state decision taken in the course of history, as its 
ambition to be near universally applicable has to result in an inability to take 
into account every single detail. Part of the appeal of neorealism is that it is 
a concise theory that can make sense of a wide range of political affairs 
across cultural and historical spectres, but this simultaneously means that it 
will always be too general a theoretical framework to completely capture 
the nuances of certain situations. Such is the nature of grand theories, so 
limitations are to be expected. And when these are encountered, other 
approaches that do consider domestic factors and ideology fill the gap. 
When discussing the reign of Phocas, these explanations would comprise 
the many domestic troubles that recurred throughout the period between 602 
and 610, including the clashes of the circus factions, the Levantine riots, the 
aristocratic plots, and the tension between the Chalcedonic and Monophysite 
Churches; but also a more in-depth analysis of the civil war between the 
loyalists and the forces of Heraclius.??! Neorealists are not oblivious to these 
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limitations, as several of them advocate for a secondary approach that 
complements the structural aspect.” Yet even when confronted with the 
inability of the theory to explain everything in a satisfactory manner, this 
article has set out and proven that neorealism can be a very valuable addi- 
tional tool when examining episodes from history. 


Conclusion 


The reign of Phocas has often been dismissed as the single worst thing to 
happen to the early Byzantine Empire, his persona spurned by Byzantine 
historiographers and academics alike. Through the emergence of archaeo- 
logical and numismatic evidence, as well as a closer scrutiny of the availa- 
ble literary sources, this outlook has become untenable and grossly outdated. 
On account of these developments, a revaluation of Phocas' foreign policy, 
the aspect of his government that has been criticised the most, was war- 
ranted. Setting out to do so, the current article singled out the three regions 
that witnessed the most intense and volatile Byzantine interactions with 
neighbouring entities during the sixth and seventh century, and were best 
documented in the sources. A novel way was adopted to approach the sub- 
ject, as the use of neorealism to clarify historical episodes from the Late 
Antiquity is, as far as I know, unprecedented. It follows that this article was 
in the first place an examination of the validity of applying the theory to this 
particular case, as an alternative explanatory tool to compliment the conclu- 
sions that have been reached in the academic debate. Yet, at the same time, 
it was also an exploration of the potential of an interdisciplinary approach 
that combines historical scrutiny of the available sources with a structural 
theory emphasising the systemic factors that shape the framework through 
which these sources should be interpreted. 

In a general sense, situating of the Byzantine Empire under Phocas' rule 
in the neorealist system of anarchy and self-help has provided us with an 
insight into the reasons behind its conduct on an international level. It further 
allows us to examine episodes from history that rely on a scant and often 
biased literary tradition of sources. But perhaps most importantly, it has 
demonstrated the imprudence of judging this limited period of time as a 
stand-alone case. When assessing these mere eight years of foreign policy in 
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its own right, one cannot help but notice that one emperor did indeed lose 
half of his empire, leading to the conclusion that Phocas was a terribly inca- 
pable ruler. Yet an approach embedded in neorealism challenged this idea, 
emphasising the fact that his short rule was barely one sequence in a process 
that was vastly expansive, both in a geographical and chronological sense. 
To truly capture the degree in which external factors have exerted pressure 
and actually shaped the Byzantine conduct on an international level, one 
would have to include the political entities that have appeared on the fringes 
of the current research, such as the Franks and the Turkish Khaganate. 
The limited scope of this article has not allowed me to do so, but it has at 
the very least explored the interconnectedness and interdependence of polit- 
ical entities operating in the same system. It is this interaction that defines 
the balance of power and how it affects the behaviour of the actors involved, 
mainly the great powers. It therefore no longer suffices to simply state that 
“Phocas lost heavily in a war with the Sassanid ruler, ergo he is a terrible 
ruler and person". Before proceeding to the actual conclusions on Phocas' 
reign, there is one last thing that needs to be addressed. With the title and 
scope that this article has, the irony of choosing a theoretical framework that 
outrightly rejects the agency of individual actors is not lost on me. It is none- 
theless still my belief that an approach with a strong emphasis on non-personal, 
structural factors brings a breath of fresh air into an academic debate that has 
been for so long obsessively preoccupied with Phocas' personality to explain 
the calamities that befell the Byzantine Empire in the seventh century. 

So how can the foreign policy of Phocas be understood in a neorealist 
framework, and how does it explain the events at the turn of the seventh 
century? The Mediterranean — Middle Eastern regional system had been 
dominated by the Byzantine Empire ever since the Roman Empire fell apart 
apart in the fifth century. While it did not command the same resources that 
its predecessor could once count on and was certainly no longer an uncon- 
tested hegemon, the Byzantine Empire was still very much a great power 
that shaped regional politics. This was literally the case in the Balkans, 
where the behaviour of less powerful peoples depended on the policy of 
Constantinople, which sole aim was to keep the region divided and prevent 
the rise of a new and threatening great power. In the east the Byzantines 
were engaged in a century-long struggle for power with the Sassanid Empire, 
a great power that could hold its own in military confrontation and did so 
on numerous occasions. Even though conflicts were rife between the two 
great powers, the balance of power did not alter drastically, allowing for a 
certain degree of stability in what amounts to be a bipolar system. The sec- 
ond half of the sixth century witnessed a change of its nature, as the system 
gradually transitioned into a multipolar system. This in turn led to a more 
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unstable environment, the unforeseen consequences of which reverberated 
well beyond the reign of Phocas. 

There are three events that can be identified as a cause for this transition, 
two of which arguably resulted from a miscalculation on the part of the 
Byzantine Empire. Firstly, there is the Renovatio Imperii, a series of military 
campaigns to extend the Byzantine sphere of influence over the whole of 
the Mediterranean. Although it mostly succeeded in its objective of expan- 
sion, the level of resources did not improve correspondingly afterwards, due 
to incessant conflict. Its legacy was a third frontier in Italy, draining the 
already pressured resources of the Byzantine Empire. As mentioned before, 
this analysis does not include the provinces of Spain and Africa and is solely 
focused on Italy. At the same time, the expansion prompted a reaction from 
the Sassanids who did not like this idea of an increasingly powerful entity 
on their borders. Secondly, the strategies of buck-passing and bloodletting 
in the Balkans did not account for the possibility of a buck-catcher rising to 
power. Whether it was an overestimation of Byzantine capabilities, or an 
underestimation of its opponents', the process resulted in rise of the Avar 
Khaganate, a great power that could challenge Constantinople's dominance 
over the region. Multipolarity in a system increases its instability as more 
great powers can gang up on the dominant one, a possibility that became 
reality in 626 when a combined host of Avars and Sassanids launched an 
assault on the capital itself. Since its security was compromised and survival 
uncertain, the Byzantine Empire became a revisionist power from the 570's 
onwards, poised to restore the balance of power in the Balkans and vanquish 
the Avars. Yet it was the third development that erased any trace of stability 
in the Byzantine-Sassanid dominated system. The treaty of 591 that was 
concluded by Maurice deprived the Sassanid Empire of some much-needed 
resources to maintain the balance of power. As long as the Byzantines were 
in possession of these, they would constitute an existential threat to Ctesiphon. 
This arrangement effectively turned the Sassanid Empire into a revisionist 
power, waiting for the right opportunity to strike. 

This opportunity was presented by the transitory period following Phocas’ 
accession to the imperial throne and his execution of the establishment. 
In 602, the campaigns against the Avars were still ongoing in the Balkans, as 
the Byzantine army returned to the front after the coup d'état. Not much is 
known about this operation or the resolve of the Avars, only that they had 
entered an alliance with the Lombards to put pressure on the Byzantines in 
Italy. For the last thirty years or so, the Italian peninsula had witnessed the 
struggle for power between the Lombards and the Byzantines. The former was 
motivated by the objective to carve out enough territory to guarantee their 
survival, the latter to maintain the status quo with the few resources they had 
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at their disposal. With the Byzantine resources dedicated to wars in the west, 
the Sassanid Empire seized the opportunity and launched a full-scale invasion 
to restore the balance of power and take back the lands gifted to the Byzan- 
tines in 591. As Byzantine resistance wavered and more and more of their 
territory was annexed, power maximalisation and regional hegemony became 
the objective for the Sassanids. The Byzantine Empire had no choice but to 
pursue a strategy of appeasement on the western fronts, in order to free up the 
military resources needed to confront the Sassanid aggression. The Avars and 
Lombards seemed to have complied with their appeasement arrangements, 
possibly because of the financial incentive, a depletion of their own resources 
or other, non-materialist reasons. Whatever the reason, it is clear that the 
peace introduced a certain degree of economic revival in respectively the 
Byzantine Balkans and Italy. This would last until the end of Phocas' reign, 
when new offensives were launched and the peace shattered. The transfer 
of troops to the eastern frontier was to no avail, as they were beaten by the 
Sassanids, who annexed the Byzantine lands as far as the Euphrates, includ- 
ing the Caucasus and Armenia. By the time that Heraclius the Younger 
staged his own coup d'état, the Byzantine Empire was in dire straits. 

The Byzantine Empire that Phocas headed in those eight years was not a 
great power bent on expansion and power maximalisation, but one that had 
been forced in the role of a status quo power as a result of past develop- 
ments. Although the effort to reduce the threat posed to the system by a third 
great power, the Avars, was continued under Phocas, it was apparent that 
the nature of the system had irreversibly changed. In conclusion, despite 
instances of personal agency that can serve as a clear indication of a desire 
to shield the Byzantine Empire from complete destruction, this article has 
demonstrated that Phocas had little choice but to ride the waves that had 
been set in motion under his predecessors. Therefore it seems only fitting to 
end with the last words of Phocas, addressed to Heraclius the Younger, when 
the latter made ready to execute him: 

* When Heraclius saw him with his hands bound on his back, he asked 
him: “Is this how you have ruled the empire, scoundrel?” and he answered: 
“Certain you could rule it better? ".?9? 
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SUMMARY 


In 602 internal strife in the Byzantine army campaigning in the Balkans would 
lead to the deposition of the legitimate emperor in Constantinople. His throne was 
usurped by the leader of the insurgency, Phocas. Not long after his accession as 
emperor of the Byzantine Empire, the Sassanid shahanshah, Khosrow II, declared 
war. The so-called “last great war of Antiquity" would tear the Middle East apart 
for nearly two decades, bring both empires to the brink of collapse and pave the way 
for the Rashidun armies emerging from the Arabic desert. Due to these developments 
and a bias inherent to the Greek sources documenting his reign, Phocas has often been 
regarded in modern scholarship as one of the worst Byzantine emperors. This article 
follows an emerging academic tendency to challenge such a traditional perception 
through the analysis of Phocas' foreign policy based on not only Greek, but also 
Armenian, Syriac and Latin sources, as well as the results of archaeological exca- 
vations and numismatic findings. Additionally the theoretical framework provided 
by neorealism, a structural theory borrowed from the discipline of international rela- 
tions, emphasises the importance of external factors when discussing how states, in 
this case the Byzantine Empire, behave in an international system. This will demon- 
strate that the way in which Phocas ruled the Byzantine Empire does not correspond 
with how his reign has been portrayed in both Greek sources and traditional scholarship 
alike. Rather, his decisions and the subsequent outcomes were shaped by external 
factors beyond his control, such as the regional balance of power and the legacy left 
by his predecessors. Ultimately, the current article sets out to encourage future 
research that combines elements from the academic disciplines of history and inter- 
national relations, and to offer an alternative framework to overcome the challenges 
presented by literary sources. 


HERESY, HOSTILITY AND A PARADISE IN FULL BLOOM: 
CONTEXTUALISING PHOTIOS' LETTER TO 
THE ARMENIANS* 


It is a paradox that amidst the recent renewal of interest in Photios' diplo- 
matic initiatives with the Armenian Church the sources which have attracted 
the least attention are the two indisputably Photian letters to Armenian cor- 
respondents preserved in Greek. These are the epistulae 284 (Against the 
Heresy of the Theopaschites) and 285 (Letter to the Armenians), discovered 
by Darrouzes as long ago as 1954, but as yet subject to little scholarly atten- 
tion.! Neither Dorfmann-Lazarev nor Greenwood, two of the most recent 
scholars who have studied Photios’ engagement with Armenia, have employed 
either of these letters closely, dispensing with both letters in a few brief 
pages.? In the course of these allusions, their interest has focused primarily 
upon the exhaustively detailed Against the Heresy of the Theopaschites, 
which has demonstrable links to other sources, rather than the briefer and 
more enigmatic Letter to the Armenians? The study of Strano, which is 
independent of both of the above authors, has a similar emphasis.^ In the 


* This paper was completed while I was at the University of Nottingham during the course 
of a PhD funded by the AHRC Midlands 3 Cities Doctoral Training Partnership. I would like 
to thank Stefanos Apostolou and Maroula Perisanidi, as well as the peer reviewers, for their 
invaluable comments and suggestions on earlier versions of this paper. 

' J. DARROUZES, Notes d'épistolographie et d'histoires des textes, in REB, 12 (1954), p. 185. 
For Ep.284, see B. LAOURDAS — L. G. WESTERINK (eds), Photius: Epistulae et Amphilochia, 
III, Leipzig, 1985 [hereafter LAOURDAS — WESTERINK, Photius: Epistulae et Amphilochia], 
pp. 4-97. For Ep.285, see LAOURDAS — WESTERINK, Photius: Epistulae et Amphilochia, HI, 
pp. 98-112. A partial French translation of these letters is given, with the Greek text at 
J. DARROUZES, Deux lettres inédites de Photius aux Arméniens, in REB, 29 (1971) [hereafter 
DARROUZES, Deux lettres inédites], pp. 140-181. 

? I. DORFMANN-LAZAREV, Arméniens et Byzantins à l'époque de Photius: deux débats 
théologiques aprés le triomphe de l'orthodoxie (CSCO, 609), Leuven, 2004 [hereafter DORFMANN- 
LAZAREV, Arméniens et Byzantins], pp. 87-91; T. W. GREENWOOD, Failure of a Mission? Photius 
and the Armenian Church, in Mus, 119 (2006) [hereafter GREENWOOD, Failure of a Mission? ], 
pp. 160-163. Dorfmann-Lazarev focuses on the theological repercussions of these sources, espe- 
cially regarding the Council of Sirakawan and the Treatise of Vahan. Greenwood, meanwhile, 
concentrates on Photios and a controversial Armenian source attributed to him, the Letter to 
the Kat‘otikos Zak'aria. Both scholars are primarily concerned with Armenian sources. 

? One of the few other scholars to examine the latter is Wilson, who has discussed some 
of its classical motifs. See N. G. WILSON, Fozio e le due culture: Spunti dall'epistolario, in 
L. CANFORA — N. G. WILSON (eds), Fozio. Tra crisi ecclesiale e magistero letterario, Brescia, 
2000, p. 32, n. 7. 

4 G. STRANO, Il patriarca Fozio e le Epistole agli Armeni: disputa religiosa e finalità 
politiche, in JOB, 55 (2005) [hereafter STRANO, ΙΙ patriarca Fozio], pp. 43-58. The studies of 
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cases of Dorfmann-Lazarev and Greenwood, their comparative lack of inter- 
est in these sources is explained by their close analysis of Armenian sources 
relating to this period of Armeno-Byzantine rapprochement, but it is argua- 
bly also a product of the difficulty of dating these letters, which have elicited 
many conflicting reconstructions since they were discovered. 

I shall argue that these difficulties can be resolved by discarding Dar- 
rouzes’ hitherto unquestioned contention that these letters were written at 
a similar time.? I shall therefore date the Letter to the Armenians to the 
beginning of Photios’ first patriarchate (c. 861-862) prior to the Council of 
Sirakawan (862), maintaining that it was addressed to the kat'olikos Zak'aria 
(c. 855-876/877), while upholding the consensus dating of Against the Her- 
esy of the Theopaschites to Photios’ second patriarchate (c. 878-879).° This 
argument will be substantiated by an analysis of the manuscript tradition of 
these letters and by a close reading of the Letter to the Armenians, which 
has conventionally been dated by assuming that it was composed almost 
contemporaneously with Against the Heresy of the Theopaschites, or other 
sources, rather than by studying it on the basis of internal evidence. Although 
I have differed from their conclusions in places, my primary aim in all of 
this is not to question the arguments of Dorfmann-Lazarev or Greenwood 
in any fundamental sense — particularly in the case of their invaluable stud- 
ies of the Armenian sources, to which I am hugely indebted — but rather to 
reorient attention from the Armenian to the Greek sources, in the process 
securely contextualising the Letter to the Armenians within this phase of 
correspondence." In doing so, I wish to emphasise the sophistication and 


Dorfmann-Lazarev and Greenwood noted above do not cite this article. It was written without 
the author's knowledge of Dorfmann-Lazarev's study, which was published when the article 
was in press. See STRANO, Il patriarca Fozio, p. 58. The Letter to the Armenians is only 
mentioned in a single footnote. See STRANO, I! patriarca Fozio, pp. 51-52, n. 32. Strano 
discusses Photios’ Armenian correspondence briefly in a later publication. See G. STRANO, 
Forme e significati dei riferimenti alle eresie nell'epistolario di Fozio, in RSBN, 47 (2010), 
pp. 188-191. 

5 For Darrouzés’ remarks on the dates of these letters, see DARROUZES, Deux lettres inédites, 
p. 156, n. 1. 

6 The dating of the Letter to the Armenians adopted here resembles that of Dorfmann- 
Lazarev. See DORFMANN-LAZAREV, Arméniens et Byzantins, pp. XV; 87-91. My dating of 
Against the Heresy of the Theopaschites follows that of Laourdas/Westerink and Greenwood. 
See LAOURDAS — WESTERINK, Photius: Epistulae et Amphilochia, Ul, p. 1; GREENWOOD, Failure 
of a Mission ?, p. 164. The date of Zak'aria's death is difficult to ascertain. For the dates adopted 
here, see DORFMANN-LAZAREV, Arméniens et Byzantins, pp. 56; 89; GREENWOOD, Failure of 
a Mission? , p. 162; L. G. WESTERINK, The Correspondence between Patriarch Photius and 
Ashot V, in M. DGRBASHIAN (ed), /nternational Conference of Armenian Medieval Literature: 
Yerevan, September 15-19, 1986, Yerevan, 1986 [hereafter WESTERINK, The Correspondence], 
p. 259. 

7 Since I do not read Armenian myself, I am not qualified to dissent from existing inter- 
pretations of the Armenian sources. My main purpose is to focus attention on some of the 
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flexibility with which Photios formulated his arguments. In particular, 
through an analysis of the Letter to the Armenians and Photios’ Letter to 
Asot, I aim to show that over the course of Photios’ engagement with the 
Armenian Church, he developed his knowledge of Armenian belief to such 
an extent that by his second patriarchate he could frame his arguments 
for an Armenian audience in order to further his aim of unifying the two 
churches. He did so by understanding the Council of Chalcedon (451) in 
terms of Nestorianism because anxieties about Nestorianism were crucial to 
both the Armenian reception of this council and their reception of Byzantine 
doctrine in a broader sense. By presenting his arguments in this way, Photios 
sought to address the main points of Armenian concern in a way that Arme- 
nians would find intuitive.* His ability to frame his ideas in this manner has 
widespread implications for our understanding of diplomatic relations in this 
period. Finally, from a contrasting perspective, I shall argue that Photios’ 
importance to these initiatives was less than has commonly been supposed, 
proposing that Basil I deferred Photios’ authority to Niketas of Byzantium 
when his patriarch proved an obstacle to continued negotiation with the 
Armenian Church. This suggests that these attempts at rapprochement were 
more complex and multifaceted than has conventionally been understood. 


more neglected Greek sources and point out the ramifications that these sources have for 
existing scholarship. This is an important venture because scholarship on the Armenian 
sources is much more developed, largely as a result of the fact that most of these sources 
(including Photios’ Letter to ASot, Sahak Mrut's reply to this letter and the contentious Letter 
to Zak'aria, which is usually attributed to Photios but is of uncertain authenticity) were 
already published in the last decade of the nineteenth century. For these sources, see Pravo- 
slavnyj Palestinskij sbornik, 11:1 (1892), pp. 210-213; 214-226; 227-245. Criticism of the 
Armenian sources had begun even before this, since Hergenróther had already doubted the 
authenticity of the Letter to Zak'aria in the middle of the nineteenth century. See J. HERGEN- 
ROTHER, Photius, Patriarch von Konstantinopel; sein Leben, seine Schriften und das griechi- 
sche Schisma, I, Regensburg, 1867, pp. 482-493. The relationship of the Armenian sources to 
one another was already discussed by Laurent. For this, see J. LAURENT, L'Arménie entre 
Byzance et l'Islam depuis la conquéte arabe jusqu'en 886, Paris, 1919, pp. 309-316. Although 
Westerink was the first scholar to note the difficulty of reconciling the Armenian and Greek 
sources, he did not provide a solution to this himself. See WESTERINK, The Correspondence, 
pp. 258-260. Since Dorfmann-Lazarev and Greenwood have both focused their attention 
primarily on the Armenian sources, the Greek sources have remained comparatively neglected 
until the present. The notable exception is Strano, whose work is of particular use in clarifying 
the relationship between the Greek sources, although, as noted above, neither Dorfmann-Lazarev 
nor Greenwood utilised his study. As a result of all this, an analysis focusing on the Greek 
sources provides an important complement to existing scholarship. 

8 Kolbaba has recently noted that Photios’ knowledge of the Filioque controversy evolved 
during the course of his career and that he eventually came to know the arguments of his oppo- 
nents in some detail. Yet, there is little indication elsewhere that he could frame his arguments 
to appeal to a foreign audience, as I will argue occurs in the Letter to Asot. T. M. KOLBABA, 
Inventing Latin Heretics: Byzantines and the Filioque in the Ninth Century, Kalamazoo, 2008, 
pp. 64-65; 112-115. 
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Before embarking on this endeavour, it is worthwhile to give an overview 
of these letters and the reconstructions that they have elicited from previous 
scholars. As noted above, Against the Heresy of the Theopaschites has been 
studied more extensively because it is lengthy (it extends to over 3200 lines) 
and has demonstrable links to other sources. There is now a broad consensus 
that this letter forms part of a wider correspondence from Photios' second 
patriarchate that includes three other texts.? On the other hand, the lack of 
references to dates and individuals in the much shorter Letter to the Arme- 
nians render this letter more difficult to contextualise, even if there are 
tantalising indications of obscure historical events. A close reading of this 
letter suggests that it arises from a completely different context to that of 
Photios' second patriarchate and certainly that implied by Against the Her- 
esy of the Theopaschites. Surprisingly, this has not been noted by previous 
scholarship. Although Darrouzés discovered the letters in 1954, he only 
published them (and then in part) in 1971. In this latter study, he dated both 
letters to 862, largely because this was the year that the Council of Siraka- 
wan was held. Since this was the best attested event in Armeno-Byzantine 
relations in the period, it seemed to him the most self-evident date.!? It was 
in this article that he made the claim that these two letters were of a similar 
date.!! All subsequent scholars have also dated these letters nearly contem- 
poraneously, although their reasons for doing so betray little engagement with 
the Letter to the Armenians and seem to be largely independent of Dar- 
rouzés’ arguments.!? To some degree, their assumptions also seem to have 
arisen from the fact that scholarship on the Armenian sources of this phase 
of Armeno-Byzantine rapprochement long predates the discovery of the 
Greek sources. ? 

In any event, Darrouzés' reconstruction was revised by Westerink, who 
noted that Against the Heresy of the Theopaschites replied point by point 
to a letter of the Armenian theologian Sahak Miut. As a consequence of this 


? WESTERINK, The Correspondence, pp. 258-60; STRANO, Il patriarca Fozio, pp. 49-58; 
GREENWOOD, Failure of a Mission? , pp. 152-164. For a contrasting view, see DORFMANN- 
LAZAREV, Arméniens et Byzantins, pp. 87-91. 

10 See DARROUZES, Deux lettres inédites, pp. 138-139: “La chronologie des lettres de Pho- 
tius aux Arméniens n'est pas encore établie en toute certitude. Le plus sür est de s'en tenir à 
des dates proches de 862, l'année oü se tint le concile arménien de Sirakavan.” 

1! DARROUZES, Deux lettres inédites, p. 156, n. 1. 

? Dorfmann-Lazarev quotes Darrouzés regarding the similar dates of the letters, then 
assumes this throughout his analysis. DORFMANN-LAZAREV, Arméniens et Byzantins, pp. 87-91; 
234-235. Both Strano and Greenwood implicitly assume that the letters should be dated to a 
similar period, but do not give any justification for this. Strano quotes the dates given in 
the Laourdas/Westerink edition, while Greenwood does not. See STRANO, // patriarca Fozio, 
pp. 51-52, n. 32; GREENWOOD, Failure of a Mission?, pp. 160-164. 

13 See note 7. 
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he redated Against the Heresy of the Theopaschites to 878/9.'* However, 
Westerink then proceeded to redate the Letter to the Armenians to a similar 
date (875-77), despite the fact that this occasioned a number of serious 
problems.'> For instance, by positing such a chronology, Westerink hypoth- 
esised that Photios assumed the title of Patriarch of Constantinople shortly 
after his recall to the capital and while his rival Ignatios was still officially 
the patriarch, since it was difficult to account for Photios sending a diplo- 
matic letter to an Armenian kat‘olikos on the matter of church union when 
he did not hold this office. In spite of the above difficulties, Westerink's 
hypothesis was subsequently adopted by Darrouzés, who then dated both 
letters between 875-6.'° Dorfmann-Lazarev revised this interpretation 
substantially, dating both letters to 861-2, although his rationale for doing 
so derives almost entirely from his reading of Against the Heresy of the 
Theopaschites, which he atypically assigns to Photios’ first patriarchate.!” 
He states three reasons precluding a later date, all of which will be addressed 
below.'® In Greenwood's subsequent reconstruction he upheld the view that 
Against the Heresy of the Theopaschites was written in reply to Sahak's letter 
to Photios, dating the former letter to c. 878. In doing so, he also redated 
the Letter to the Armenians to c. 878, positing that this was addressed to 
the kat‘otikos Georg (c. 877/878-898/899).!” Greenwood derives this date 
as a consequence of his defence of the controversial and reputedly Photian 
source the Letter to the Kat‘otikos Zak'aria, preserved only in Armenian, 
rather than by using Against the Heresy of the Theopaschites, as in the case 
of earlier scholars.?? We can thus see that every previous reconstruction has 
assumed that the two Photian letters preserved in Greek have a similar date 
and that on each occasion the rationale for doing so has been independent 


14 Westerink's article explaining his rationale for the dating of the relevant letters does not 
give any hypothesised dates, which are instead given in the critical edition of Photios' letters, 
published by himself and Laourdas a short time previously. For the dates and commentary, 
see LAOURDAS — WESTERINK, Photius: Epistulae et Amphilochia, III, pp. 1-3; 97-98. For 
Westerink's explanatory article, see WESTERINK, The Correspondence, pp. 258-260. 

15 Westerink thought that the recipient of the letter was either Zak‘aria or his successor 
Georg. See WESTERINK, The Correspondence, p. 260. 

16 Darrouzés” modified interpretation is found in his revised edition of Grumel's Regestes. 
See V. GRUMEL, Les regestes des actes du Patriarcat de Constantinople. Vol.1, Les actes des 
patriarches, fasc. 2 et 3, Les regestes de 715 à 1206, 2% ed, Paris, 1989, pp. 140-141. 

17 DORFMANN-LAZAREV, Arméniens et Byzantins, pp. 87-89. 

18 DoRFMANN-LAZAREV, Arméniens et Byzantins, pp. 87-91. For discussion of these points, 
along with another of Dorfmann-Lazarev's arguments, see below, pp. 215-218. 

1? GREENWOOD, Failure of a Mission? , p. 164. 

30 GREENWOOD, Failure of a Mission?, p. 163. Since Greenwood considers the Letter to 
the Kat'olikos Zak'aria to be Photios” second letter to Zak‘aria, he infers that the Letter to the 
Armenians cannot have been sent to Zak‘aria, since the first mentioned letter explicitly states 
that it is the second letter in a sequence. 
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of the content of the Letter to the Armenians. It follows that a reappraisal of 
this letter is very much necessary. 


1. PHOTIOS AND THE ARMENIAN CHURCH: ΑΝ OVERVIEW 


Photios' initiatives with the Armenian Church can be dated with relative 
certainty to the early years of both of his patriarchates (858-67, 877-86). 
This fact, as well as his Armenian ancestry, suggests that these initiatives 
were of particular importance to him.?! This is apparent in most scholarship 
on the subject, but it is worth noting that the prominence of Photios in the 
literary record may have served to overemphasise his role in these initia- 
tives.” Besides the theological tracts authored by John of Nike and Niketas 
of Byzantium, his letters form our predominant source for these events from 
a Byzantine perspective. The contacts between the churches are not related 
in other sources which describe this period, including the main histories 
and hagiographies. At any rate, during the early years of his first patriar- 
chate, Photios made a concerted attempt to convert the Armenian Church 
to Chalcedonian orthodoxy. So far as we can tell, this was the first sustained 
period of contact between the churches since the patriarchate of Germanos 
(715-30)? Photios’ attempt culminated in the Council of Sirakawan (862), 
although this council was a complex affair that cannot be interpreted solely 
in terms of Photios’ aims.” 


21 For Photios” ancestry, see P. VARONA CODESO — Ó. PRIETO DOMINGUEZ, Deconstructing 
Photios: Family Relationship and Political Kinship in Middle Byzantium, in REB, 71 (2013), 
pp. 105-148. 

2 All three main studies on this topic (those of Dorfmann-Lazarev, Strano and Green- 
wood) reference Photios in their titles, although Dorfmann-Lazarev places less emphasis on 
Photios than Strano or Greenwood. Laourdas and Westerink have also emphasised Photios’ 
agency, arguing that he negotiated with the Armenians with patriarchal authority before he 
officially reassumed the patriarchate upon the death of Ignatios. See LAOURDAS — WESTERINK, 
Photius: Epistulae et Amphilochia, ΠΠ. p. 98; WESTERINK, The Correspondence, p. 260. See 
also STRANO, // patriarca Fozio, pp. 50-52. 

23 GREENWOOD, Failure of a Mission? , p. 128. For the initiatives of Germanos’ patriar- 
chate, see I. DORFMANN-LAZAREV, Travels and Studies of Stephen of Siwnik* (c. 685-735): 
Redefining Armenian Orthodoxy under Islamic Rule, in Journal of Eastern Christian Studies, 
68 (2016), pp. 255-292. 

24 For the council, see I. DORFMANN-LAZAREV, The Armenian-Syrian-Byzantine Council of 
Sirakawan, 862, in Journal of Eastern Christian Studies, 68 (2016) [hereafter DORFMANN- 
LAZAREV, The Armenian-Syrian-Byzantine Council], pp. 293-313; DORFMANN-LAZAREV, Arméniens 
et Byzantins, pp. 55-95; DORFMANN-LAZAREV, Travels and Studies of Stephen of Siwnik‘ [see 
n. 23], p. 272, n. 81; K. MAKSOUDIAN, The Chalcedonian Issue and the Early Bagratids: the 
Council of Sirakawan, in Revue des études arméniennes, 21 (1988/9) [hereafter MAKSOUDIAN, 
The Chalcedonian Issue], pp. 333-344. For its date, see DORFMANN-LAZAREV, Arméniens et 
Byzantins, pp. 56; 65-66; GREENWOOD, Failure of a Mission? , p. 133. 
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The preceding years had seen the expansion of Byzantine power along its 
eastern frontier, as a consequence of the campaigns of Petronas in eastern 
Asia Minor and northern Syria in the 850s. Greenwood rightly points out 
that Petronas' campaigns against Amida (856) and Samosata (859) and 
major victories over ‘Amr ibn ‘Ubaydallah ibn Marwan al-Agta‘ al-Sulami 
at Lalakaon/Poson (863) and ‘Alı ibn Yahya al-Armani at Haloras (863) 
were not directed at Armenia proper. Furthermore, the latter two victories 
occurred after Sirakawan and therefore cannot have informed Photios’ 
actions, although the preparations for the campaigns may have.? At the very 
least, Petronas' earlier offensives must have at least strengthened Byzantine 
influence vis-à-vis Armenia. Dorfmann-Lazarev also contextualises the 
council by alluding to the outbreak of Photios’ conflict with Pope Nicholas I 
(860) over the validity of the former's ordination, as well as the recent death 
of the Caliph al-Mutawakkil (861), whose hold over Armenia was stronger 
than that of his successors. The complex background of the council is 
borne out by its attendees. As well as representatives of the Armenian and 
Byzantine churches, the Syrian archdeacon Nonnus of Nisibis was present, 
while Αξοί Bagratuni (as yet only a minor prince, but crowned prince of 
princes shortly after Sirakawan and King of Armenia from 885 onward) 
merits a mention in the conciliar colophon.” This colophon implies that 
A&ot's presence was confined to military campaigns in the area, but his 
importance in Photios’ later correspondence perhaps suggests that he took 
more than a passing interest in these negotiations. ASot’s role at the council 
has been a point of dispute, with Maksoudian arguing that he wielded sig- 
nificant influence while Dorfmann-Lazarev and Greenwood attribute lesser 
importance to him.?? Ultimately, the extent of ASot’s involvement cannot 
be securely determined from our extant sources. In my view, it is probable 
that he played a significant role at the council, albeit not to the extent that 
Maksoudian argued. Even though Aÿot’s prominence in Photios’ later cor- 
respondence is surely informed by the expansion of his influence since the 
council, the personal tone of Photios' appeals to him suggests that his role 
was not inconsequential.?? 


35 GREENWOOD, Failure of a Mission? , p. 129; DORFMANN-LAZAREV, Arméniens et Byzantins, 
pp. 61-63; DORFMANN-LAZAREV, The Armenian-Syrian-Byzantine Council, p. 296. 

26 DORFMANN-LAZAREV, Arméniens et Byzantins, pp. 57-58. 

27 For Nonnus of Nisibis, see DORFMANN-LAZAREV, Arméniens et Byzantins, pp. 68-79. 
For Αξοί, see ASot 1. Bagratuni, #652, PmbZ, vol. 1, pp. 210-211. For the development of his 
titulature, see GREENWOOD, Failure of a Mission? , p. 133. 

28 Maksoudian’s article adopts a Bagratid perspective throughout. MAKSOUDIAN, The Chal- 
cedonian Issue, pp. 338-341; DORFMANN-LAZAREV, Arméniens et Byzantins, pp. 63-65; 237; 
GREENWOOD, Failure of a Mission?, p. 126. 

2 For this personal tone, see pp. 212; 217 n. 76. 
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Our knowledge of the council comes primarily from a curious collection 
that Dorfmann-Lazarev has studied at length.?? This is the so-called Treatise 
of Vahan, which is preserved in Armenian.*! This collection incorporates 
the colophon of the council, a treatise which the eponymous Vahan suppos- 
edly submitted at the council, as well as the conciliar acts, which take the 
form of anathemata.*? These canons have been incorporated within the main 
body of Vahan’s treatise, effectively splitting it into two parts.” The colo- 
phon of the council states that it was intended to unify the two churches, as 
Photios’ correspondence also suggests, but modern scholarship is unanimous 
in maintaining that this was not achieved.** Greenwood has argued that the 
thirteenth and fourteenth acts of the council, which address those who men- 
daciously reject or accept Chalcedon for self-serving reasons while actually 
supporting the opposite position, implicitly favour Chalcedonian and there- 
fore Byzantine interests. But it could be argued that these canons serve 
to demarcate Miaphysite and Dyophysite confessional identities more pre- 
cisely, rather than favouring one group over the other. Since the preceding 
thirteen canons are overwhelmingly Miaphysite in tone, the canons as a 
whole should not necessarily be interpreted in a pro-Chalcedonian sense.*° 
On the whole, Dorfmann-Lazarev seems to be more accurate in interpreting 


30 DoRFMANN-LAZAREV, Arméniens et Byzantins, pp. 130-211. 

31 For this text, see N. AKINEAN — P. TER-POEOSEAN, Vahanay Nikiay episkoposi bank‘, in 
Handes Amsöreay, 82 (1968), pp. 257-280. 

33 For the council's colophon, see DORFMANN-LAZAREV, Arméniens et Byzantins, p. 55. 
For an English translation of the council's acts, see DORFMANN-LAZAREV, The Armenian- 
Syrian-Byzantine Council, pp. 293-313. On these acts, see also DORFMANN-LAZAREV, Armé- 
niens et Byzantins, pp. 19-23; 212-240. For Vahan, who is sometimes associated with the 
same John, Bishop of Nike who wrote Concerning the Nativity of Christ for Zak'aria, see 
DORFMANN-LAZAREV, Arméniens et Byzantins, pp. 66-68. 

55 Dorfmann-Lazarev respectively terms these two parts Proto-Vahan and Deutéro-Vahan, 
although he believes that they originally comprised a single work. See DORFMANN-LAZAREV, 
Arméniens et Byzantins, pp. 130-211. His analysis has been received favourably. See GREEN- 
WOOD, Failure of a Mission? , pp. 142-145. 

34 Both the Letter to the Armenians and Against the Heresy of the Theopaschites attempt 
to persuade the Armenian authorities to accept Chalcedon. This emphasis is also evident in 
Photios’ encyclical letter of 867, in which he claims that he has converted the Armenians to 
orthodoxy. See PHOTIOS, Ep.2, 11. 38-47. For the council’s outcome, see DORFMANN-LAZAREV, 
Arméniens et Byzantins, p. 233; GREENWOOD, Failure of a Mission? , p. 148. 

35 GREENWOOD, Failure of a Mission?, pp. 147-148. By contrast, Maksoudian thinks it 
inconceivable that a Byzantine bishop could accept canon thirteen. MAKSOUDIAN, The Chal- 
cedonian Issue, pp. 338-339. Dorfmann-Lazarev interprets the acts in a more conciliatory 
fashion. DORFMANN-LAZAREV, The Armenian-Syrian-Byzantine Council, pp. 304-306. Mahé 
thinks that canons thirteen and fourteen show that the name of Chalcedon was considered so 
averse to Armenian traditions that the Byzantine Church could not expect Armenians to sub- 
scribe to it. See J.-P. MAHÉ, L'Église arménienne de 611 à 1066, in G. DAGRON -- P. RICHÉ — 
A. VAUCHEZ (eds), Histoire du Christianisme des origines à nos jours, IV, Évéques, moines 
et empereurs (610-1054), Paris, 1993, pp. 494-495. 

36 DORFMANN-LAZAREV, The Armenian-Syrian-Byzantine Council, pp. 307-311. 
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the council as an attempt to address points of contention (such as opportun- 
istic conversions or emigration from newly conquered territories) caused 
by the Byzantine advance eastward.*’ Ultimately, it seems that most of the 
principal participants at the council advanced their cause effectively and 
made concessions where appropriate, even if they did not achieve the ambi- 
tious aim of church union. Different scholars have seen the council as being 
masterminded by one figure or another, such as Photios or Αξοί Bagratuni, 
but it seems evident that the council was more complex than an affair 
dominated by one individual. The lack of surviving sources renders it 
difficult to ascertain whether relations between the two churches deepened 
subsequent to this council, but this seems possible, particularly when the 
sophisticated diplomatic responses of Photios’ second patriarchate are borne 
in mind.” 

There are several extant sources from this first attempt at union, all of 
which are in some way connected with the head of the Armenian Church, 
the Kat'olikos Zak‘aria, with whom Photios corresponded.* During the 
course of this article, I shall argue that Photios' Letter to the Armenians was 
written for this kat'olikos. Another text written for Zak'aria was John of 
Nike's Concerning the Nativity of Christ, which argues for a separation of 
the dates of the Nativity and Epiphany in the Armenian calendar.* This 
treatise is deferential in its language and demonstrates a thorough familiarity 
with the origins of the Armenian Church. As Greenwood has noted, it is 
significant because it ultimately blames the Sasanian Empire for the differ- 
ences between the churches.? This is true, but the text as a whole is not 
systematically informed by the Armenian distaste for the Sasanians.* In this 


37 DORFMANN-LAZAREV, The Armenian-Syrian-Byzantine Council, p. 306; MAKSOUDIAN, 
The Chalcedonian Issue, pp. 338-339. 

38 Maksoudian sees the council as Aot’s brainchild, while Greenwood emphasises Photios’ 
role. See MAKSOUDIAN, The Chalcedonian Issue, pp. 338-341; GREENWOOD, Failure of a 
Mission? , esp. pp. 125-126; 154-159; 164-166. 

3 For this, see below pp. 210-219. For reflections on the council’s influence and aftermath, 
see DORFMANN-LAZAREV, Arméniens et Byzantins, pp. 233-240; I. DORFMANN-LAZAREV, 
Gagik Arcruni (908-943/44), un roi théologien, in Journal of Eastern Christian Studies, 68 
(2016), pp. 322-325; GREENWOOD, Failure of a Mission? , pp. 148-152. 

40 For Zak‘aria and his moderate theological stance, see DORFMANN-LAZAREV, Arméniens 
et Byzantins, p. 58. 

^! JOHN OF NIKE, Περὶ τῆς γεννήσεως τοῦ Χριστοῦ, in PG, 96, col. 1435-1450. For John, 
see V. GRUMEL, L'envoyé de Photius au catholicos Zacharie: Jean de Nike, in REB, 14 (1956), 
pp. 169-173; DoRFMANN-LAZAREV, Arméniens et Byzantins, pp. 66-68. 

42 GREENWOOD, Failure of a Mission?, pp. 148-149. A Greek text translated from an 
Armenian original also blames the Sasanians for the schism between the churches. See G. GARITTE, 
La narratio de rebus Armeniae: édition critique et commentaire (CSCO, 132), Leuven, 1952, 
pp. 26-47. 

# The only passage relevant to the Sasanians is JOHN OF NIKE, Περὶ τῆς γεννήσεως τοῦ 
Χριστοῦ, in PG, 96, col. 1448B-C. 
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regard, I would argue that the treatise differs from the consciously anti- 
Nestorian strategy of Photios’ Letter to ASot. There is no trace of anti-Nestorian 
rhetoric in John's treatise. Although the source is undeniably interesting, it 
gives little indication of the context that engendered it and accordingly it 
does not help us corroborate our dating of the Letter to the Armenians.“ 
A final source ostensibly dates to this period of correspondence. This is the 
much more contentious Letter to the Kat'olikos Zak'aria, which is attributed 
to Photios and extant in Armenian.? Greenwood claims that this letter is 
genuinely Photian and testifies to the close relationship between the two 
churchmen.* He argues that the letter's chronological inaccuracies and devi- 
ations from orthodoxy can be explained by Photios' adoption of an Armenian 
narrative of the differences between the two churches as a deliberate attempt 
at achieving a compromise. However, the authenticity of this letter has been 
drawn into serious question elsewhere and I do not consider it a genuinely 
Photian work. 

Photios’ second diplomatic overture to Armenia, which originated during 
the early years of his second patriarchate, is better attested. Once more, this 
overture is primarily known to us through epistolary sources. There are 


^ John tells us that Zak'aria requested him to write the text, but there is little else of value 
for our purposes. JOHN OF NIKE, Περὶ τῆς γεννήσεως τοῦ Χριστοῦ, in PG, 96, col. 1437A. 

^ N. AKINEAN — P. TER-POEOSEAN, T‘utt‘ P‘otay patriark'i ar Zak'aria kat‘otikos hayoc‘ 
mecac', in Handés Amsöreay, 82 (1968), pp. 65-100; 129-156. 

46 GREENWOOD, Failure of a Mission?, pp. 126-128; 134-142. Grumel, Laurent and 
Ananean have also argued that the letter is authentic, although it is worth noting that Grumel 
and Laurent did so before Darrouzes’ discovery of Ep.284 and 285. See LAURENT, L'Arménie 
entre Byzance [see note 7], pp. 309-316. V. GRUMEL, Les regestes des actes du Patriarcat de 
Constantinople, Vol.1, Les actes des patriarches, fasc.2, Les regestes de 715 à 1206, 1* ed., 
Paris, 1936, pp. 84-85. See also MAHÉ, L'Église arménienne [see note 35], p. 493. Greenwood 
argues that the letter is authentic based on four enumerated points and various other obser- 
vations. Firstly, the author addresses Zak'aria in a similar manner to John of Nike's genuine 
address to Zak‘aria; secondly, the titulary that the author uses resembles that which Photios 
uses while writing to Nicholas I; thirdly, the characterisation of the pentarchy found in the 
letter suggests a Constantinopolitan authorship; fourthly, the letter asserts the primacy of the 
Greek language, which in Greenwood's view implies that its author was not Armenian. Most 
interestingly, Greenwood also observes that the letter's patristic citations seem to have been 
taken from collections authored by Ephraim of Antioch and Eulogius of Alexandria which are 
now preserved within Photios' Bibliotheca. Moreover, he notes that extracts from Against the 
Heresy of the Theopaschites also derive from the collections of Ephraim and Eulogius. 

47 Even if the letter is inauthentic, its innovative doctrinal position ensures that it should 
still be considered an important source. The circumstances of its forgery would be a point of 
interest. See further GREENWOOD, Failure of a Mission? , pp. 127; 141. For arguments con- 
cerning the inauthenticity of the letter, which revolve around its imperfect chronology and 
understanding of church councils, see DORFMANN-LAZAREV, Armeniens et Byzantins, pp. 127, 
133, 158; DORFMANN-LAZAREV, The Armenian-Syrian-Byzantine Council, pp. 300-303; 
STRANO, Il patriarca Fozio, pp. 51-52, n. 32; N. G. GARSOÍAN, L'Église arménienne et le grand 
schisme d'Orient (CSCO, 574), Leuven, 1999, p. 140, n. 26; GARITTE, La narratio [see note 42], 
pp. 370-375. 
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tantalising indications that this enterprise involved the Emperor Basil I, who, 
I believe, occupied a more crucial role than has conventionally been under- 
stood. Α number of observations make this likely. The earliest securely 
dated letter of Photios’ second patriarchate is his Letter to Ašot Bagratuni 
(at this time prince of princes), which is preserved only in Armenian.?? 
Photios accompanied this conciliatory letter with a gift of a piece of the True 
Cross, but, as Greenwood observes, an Armenian source (a colophon describ- 
ing the life of the later kat‘olikos Mastoc* [c. 897-898]) attributed the gift 
to Basil.^ In addition, the well-known passage in the Vita Ignatii explains 
Photios' recall from exile as arising from his authorship of a dubious gene- 
alogy of Basil, which traced his ancestry back to the Armenia ruler Trdat III 
the Great.’ Of course, the strongly anti-Photian tone of this text makes these 
events questionable, but it is nonetheless significant that Photios' enemies 
linked his return to both Basil and Armenia.?! Finally, Greenwood's analysis 
of an Armenian source, the Discovery of the Relics of the Holy Illuminator 
and the Holy Hrip'simeank in Constantinople, has shown that this text places 
more emphasis on Photios than its historical context warrants.? Yet the 
embassy which brings news of the eponymous relics’ discovery to Armenia 
occurs during Basil's reign.? The text therefore casts both Photios and Basil 
favourably in Armenian eyes. These observations imply that Basil's role 
in the reopening of relations may have been more important than Photios' 
letters initially suggest. 


48 N. AKINEAN — P. TER-POEOSEAN, Patcen t‘it‘oyn meci hayrapetin Kostandinupolsi P‘otay 
ar Asot isxanac'* isxan, in Handes Amsöreay, 82 (1968), pp. 439-450. A Latin translation 
(Ep.298) is provided at LAOURDAS — WESTERINK, Photius: Epistulae et Amphilochia, ΠΠ. 
pp. 172-174, while a French translation is provided at DORFMANN-LAZAREV, Arméniens et 
Byzantins, pp. 24-32. 

4% GREENWOOD, Failure of a Mission?, pp. 154-155. For the dates of office of Maítoc*, 
see MAHÉ, L'Église arménienne [see note 35], p. 497. 

50 NicETAS DAVID, The Life of the Patriarch Ignatius (Vita Ignatii Patriarchae), translated 
by A. SMITHIES, Washington, D.C., 2013, pp. 118-121. 

5! Treadgold has considered the Vita Ignatii's account to be historical, while Dvornik and 
Tougher have cast doubt on its historicity. W. TREADGOLD, The Prophecies of the Patriarch 
Methodios, in REB, 62 (2004), pp. 235-237; F. DVORNIK, The Photian Schism: History and 
Legend, Cambridge, 1948, pp. 164-165; S. ToUGHER, The Reign of Leo VI (886-912): Politics 
and People, Leiden, 1997, pp. 70-71. 

32 For a summary of the manuscript tradition and publication history of this text, see 
T. W. GREENWOOD, The Discovery of the Relics of St. Grigor and the Development of Arme- 
nian Tradition in Ninth-Century Byzantium, in E. JEFFREYS (ed), Byzantine Style, Religion and 
Civilization: In Honour of Sir Steven Runciman, Cambridge — New York, 2006, pp. 177-178. 
For a translation, see GREENWOOD, The Discovery of the Relics, pp. 178-181. For the prominence 
given to Photios, see GREENWOOD, The Discovery of the Relics, pp. 184-185; GREENWOOD, 
Failure of a Mission?, pp. 154-159. 

53 GREENWOOD, The Discovery of the Relics, p. 178. 
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This second attempt at rapprochement went to remarkable lengths to 
appeal to Armenian religiosity, as is shown in the extraordinary Letter to 
Asot. In my view, earlier scholarship has not sufficiently heeded how radical 
this letter is in comparison with Photios' other correspondence, although his 
approach is anticipated to a much lesser degree by the anti-Sasanian nar- 
rative of John of Nike’s Concerning the Nativity of Christ.** In this letter, 
Photios refers to a pre-existing relationship with ASot, whom Photios states 
treated him sympathetically during his exile." The letter was also accompa- 
nied by the aforementioned gift of the piece of the True Cross. Most impor- 
tantly, its intimate knowledge of Armenian religious traditions also demon- 
strates that Photios had developed a thorough understanding of the Armenian 
Church's theological position — namely that the Council of Chalcedon 
implied a Nestorian Christology — by the time of the letter's composition. 
This is a crucial insight on Photios’ part because Nestorianism was the 
lens through which Armenians comprehended Chalcedon and the actions of 
the Byzantine and Sasanian empires more generally.?6 The reception of 
Chalcedon in Armenian traditions is complex, both because the Armenian 
and Byzantine churches had developed independently beforehand and 
because Armenian participation at Chalcedon was minimal on account of 
the Shahanshah Yazdegerd II’s invasion of Armenia in the same year as the 
council (451).9” Nevertheless, Armenians generally considered Byzantine 
doctrinal positions to be Nestorian because the Dyophysitism of Chalcedon 
and the Tome of Leo contradicted the Miaphysite Christology established 
at the Third Ecumenical Council in Ephesus (431). The latter, which was 
based upon the theology of Cyril of Alexandria, was considered orthodox 
in the Armenian tradition. Furthermore, Armenian concerns regarding 
Nestorianism were significant because the Sasanian Empire was associated 
with this through the Dyophysite Church of the East (which was not 


54 This letter is, I believe, almost as innovative as the Letter to the Kat‘otikos Zak'aria is 
in Greenwood's reconstruction. For the letter's reconciliatory approach, see DORFMANN- 
LAZAREV, Arméniens et Byzantins, pp. 241-246; STRANO, Il patriarca Fozio, pp. 49-50; GREEN- 
WOOD, Failure of a Mission?, pp. 152-154. 

55 PHoTIos, Ep.298, Il. 23-41. Throughout this section, Photios combines the epistolary 
themes of love and exile. For exile, see M. MULLETT, The Classical Tradition in the Byzantine 
Letter, in M. MULLETT — R. Scott (eds), Byzantium and the Classical Tradition, Birmingham, 
1981, pp. 79-80; 91. 

56 For the reception of Chalcedon in Armenian traditions and its influence upon Armenian 
identities, see GARSOÍAN, L'Église arménienne [see note 47]. 

57 For the background to Chalcedon, see GARSOÍAN, L'Église arménienne [see note 47], 
especially pp. 67-134. For Armenians at Chalcedon, see N. G. GARSOÍAN, Some Preliminary 
Precisions on the Separation of the Armenian and Imperial Churches: I. The Presence of 
‘Armenian’ Bishops at the First Five (Ecumenical Councils, in J. CHRYSOSTOMIDES (ed.), 
KAOHTHTPIA: Essays presented to Joan Hussey, Camberley, 1988, pp. 249-285. 
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however conventionally Nestorian) that the shahanshahs periodically promot- 
ed.% Finally, both empires forcibly imposed policy upon Armenia in some 
periods. As a result, Armenians considered two of their primary historical 
opponents to be ‘Nestorian’ (which is essentially an all-encompassing term 
for Dyophysites) in various ways. Consequently, opposition to Nestorianism 
became a common method of expressing Armenian doctrinal concerns. By 
focusing upon a point which was central to Armenian historical consciousness, 
Photios therefore sought to address the central issues of difference between 
the Armenian and Byzantine churches in a way that would be intuitive to 
Armenian perspectives. Even if he was ultimately unsuccessful in his aims, 
this remains a crucial point for our understanding of contemporary diplomatic 
approaches. 

Throughout the Letter to Αὔοι, Photios’ principle objective is to demon- 
strate that the acceptance of Chalcedon does not imply a Nestorian Chris- 
tology. Thus, he argues that Chalcedon should be recognised because it 
upheld the condemnation of Nestorios at the Third Ecumenical Council, in 
the process ignoring the more problematic matter of the doctrines repudiated 
at Chalcedon itself.^? Of the two main heretical protagonists at Ephesus, 
Eutyches is never mentioned in a conciliar context and Dioskoros is not 
mentioned at all. Photios goes even further to distance himself from alle- 
gations of Nestorianism. He omits Antioch, the spiritual home of Nestorios 
and Dyophysite Christology, from his list of patriarchates, while exalting 
Alexandria — a see particularly associated with Miaphysitism — beyond its 
position.?! Photios only briefly condemns certain Miaphysite groups, such 
as Eutychians and the otherwise unattested Salsahikk’, whom Dorfmann- 
Lazarev identifies, probably correctly, as the Akephaloi.* Similarly, he only 


58 Note that the Sasanian case is more complex, because the Sasanians were not Christians 
themselves, because they often persecuted Christians and because they also favoured Mia- 
physites in some periods. For Sasanian and Byzantine influence, see respectively GARSOÏAN, 
L'Église arménienne [see note 47], pp. 49-55; 135-239 and 241- 282. For the confessional and 
historical background of the Church of the East, see W. BAUM — D. W. WINKLER, The Church 
of the East: a Concise History, London, 2010. 

5 PHorios, Ep.298, ll. 66-87. 

60 Eutyches is however listed alongside several other heretics later in the letter. See PHOTIOS, 
Ep.298, 11. 115-133. The allusion to him as a heretic is not contrary to contemporary Armenian 
thinking, since he is also anathematised in the sixth canon of Sirakawan. See DORFMANN- 
LAZAREV, The Armenian-Syrian-Byzantine Council, p. 309. 

61 ῬΗοτιος, Ep.298, IL. 88-90. I think that this represents a remarkably subtle concession. 
Dorfmann-Lazarev was unable to account for this omission of Antioch. See DORFMANN- 
LAZAREV, Arméniens et Byzantins, p. 251, n. 35: ‘Je n'ai pas pu expliquer l'absence de mention 
du trône d’Antioche.” 

9? DORFMANN-LAZAREV, Arméniens et Byzantins, p. 257. Photios emphasises the lack of a 
hierarchy in these groups, perhaps thereby suggesting that the Armenian Church is distinct from 
these. By contast, the Laourdas/Westerink edition follows Garitte in identifying these heretics 
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criticises Miaphysite belief in a single brief section, where he argues that 
Miaphysitism implies that the Father is not consubstantial with the Son. 
In this passage, Photios' strategy of conceding to Armenian thought falls 
short and the perspective of a Byzantine patriarch is apparent in his reason- 
ing. Even if the passage in question was interpreted as being antagonistic by 
Αξοί and his advisors, the letter demonstrates significant concessions to 
Armenian doctrinal positions. Taken as a whole, the letter not only shows 
Photios’ willingness to concede to Armenian religious traditions, but even 
more crucially, his ability to conceive and present his ideas within distinctly 
Armenian frames of reference. This demonstrates a nuanced understanding 
of Armenian sensibilities which I shall argue is not yet apparent in the Letter 
to the Armenians, composed during Photios’ first patriarchate. 

The circumstances of A$ot’s response show how radical this letter was. 
Instead of replying himself, he deferred his reply to the theologian Sahak 
Miut (although the letter still bears Añot”s name).* Sahak was a convinced 
opponent of Chalcedonianism, who overlooked Photios' concessions and 
instead critiqued his original arguments.9^ It is uncertain why A&ot adopted 
this course of action. Even if he considered the letter antagonistic in places, 
he cannot have failed to notice the significance of Photios' concessions. It is 
most likely that he did not see closer relations with the Byzantine Church 
as being in his interest, or alternatively, he perhaps did not wish to negotiate 
with Photios. In any case, Sahak's meticulous critique was symptomatic of 
the theological hair-splitting which characterised Armeno-Byzantine corre- 
spondence during the preceding centuries.° The decision to refer Photios' 
letter to Sahak should hence be seen as a calculated rebuttal on ASot’s part. 
Sahak's letter in turn elicited a remarkable reaction, in that it occasioned two 
separate replies. Firstly, Photios wrote the exhaustive Against the Heresy of 


as Sasunici (the followers of Abdiso of Sasun). See PHOTIOS, Ep.298, 11. 122-124; GARITTE, 
La narratio [see note 42], pp. 147-150. 

63 For Sahak's letter, see N. AKINEAN — P. TER-POEOSEAN, Patasxani t‘tt‘oyn P‘otay greal 
Sahakay Hayoc‘ vardapeti hramanaw ASotay ifxanac* ifxani hayoc‘, in Handés Amsöreay, 
82 (1968), pp. 451-472. A Latin translation (Ep.299) is provided in the Laourdas/Westerink 
edition. A French translation is given at DORFMANN-LAZAREV, Arméniens et Byzantins, 
pp. 32-53. 

64 For the initial study of the relationship between these two letters, see: WESTERINK, The 
Correspondence, p. 258. Greenwood regards Sahak's letter as deliberately antagonistic. See 
GREENWOOD, Failure of a Mission? , pp. 159-160. For Sahak's opposition to Chalcedonianism, 
see DORFMANN-LAZAREV, Arméniens et Byzantins, pp. 94-95. For an analysis of the theological 
aspects of this correspondence, see I. DORFMANN-LAZAREV, The Apostolic Foundation Stone: 
The Conception of Orthodoxy in the Controversy between Photius of Constantinople and Isaac 
surnamed Mrut, in A. LOUTH — A. CASIDAY (eds), Byzantine Orthodoxies, Aldershot, 2006, 
pp. 179-198. 

65 GREENWOOD, Failure of a Mission? , p. 161. 
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the Theopaschites, in which he adopted much of Sahak's methodology and 
refuted his arguments at great length, in the process abandoning the anti- 
Nestorian strategy of the Letter to Asot. To this end, he equates the Armenians 
more readily with the Miaphysite groups he avoids mentioning in the Letter 
to Asot. Secondly, Sahak's letter also elicited a response from Niketas of 
Byzantium, who, like Photios, critiqued Sahak's arguments in a detailed 
letter." Since Sahak's letter bore Añot”s name, both Niketas and Photios 
directed their replies to Ašot personally. 

An excursus is necessary to explain the relationship between these two 
responses because this undermines Dorfmann-Lazarev's unusual dating of 
Against the Heresy of the Theopaschites to Photios’ first patriarchate. He 
thought it apparent that this letter did not date to Photios’ second patriar- 
chate because Niketas had already replied to Sahak's rejoinder. He therefore 
argued that Against the Heresy of the Theopaschites was written to Αδοί around 
the time of the Council of Sirakawan in response to a (now unknown) text 
substantially similar to Sahak's later letter. He enumerates three observa- 
tions which precluded dating Against the Heresy of the Theopaschites (and, 
by implication, the Letter to the Armenians) to Photios’ second patriarchate.9? 
Later in his study, he also gives a fourth argument which suggests an early 
date for both letters. This argument, which centres upon similarities between 
a passage within Against the Heresy of the Theopaschites and canon 14 of 
the Council of Sirakawan, is not decisive in my view.” As for his three 


66 See for example ΡΗΟΤΙΟς, Ep.284, Il. 101; 1001-1003; 1375-1376. 

67 NIKETAS BYZANTINUS, Refutatio et eversio epistulae ab Armeniae principe missae, in 
PG, 105, col. 587-666. 

68 DORFMANN-LAZAREV, Arméniens et Byzantins, pp. 90-91. 

62 DORFMANN-LAZAREV, Arméniens et Byzantins, pp. 89-91. Dorfmann-Lazarev notes 
that these three reasons apply to any attempt to date the two letters after 881. He adopts this 
date on the basis of a marginal colophon which places this letter in “the patriarchate of Georg, 
in the 20" year of the prince of princes A&ot.' Like Greenwood, I am not inclined to put 
too much value on this reference. See GREENWOOD, Failure of a Mission? , p. 153. Although 
all of the termini that Dorfmann-Lazarev posits only apply to Against the Heresy of the Theo- 
paschites, he also considers these reasons to preclude dating the Letter to the Armenians 
after 881. This seems to be because he follows the dating criteria previously established by 
Darrouzés and Westerink, who assumed the letters were written almost contemporaneously. 
See DARROUZES, Deux lettres inédites, pp. 138-139; WESTERINK, The Correspondence, pp. 259- 
260. 

70 DORFMANN-LAZAREV, Arméniens et Byzantins, pp. 233-235. Dorfmann-Lazarev observes 
that in lines 50-65 of Against the Heresy of the Theopaschites Photios characterises those who 
have not yet arrived at truth of correct doctrine, but still earnestly strive for this. The patriarch 
concludes that they should not be considered heretical, since their manner of thinking inclines 
them to seek piety. Dorfmann-Lazarev sees a distinction in this passage between those sin- 
cerely reject orthodox doctrines and the *disobedient amongst the heretics’ (une distinction 
entre ceux qui rejettent les definitions orthodoxies par conviction sincere et ceux qu'il appelle 
plus bas «désobéissants parmi les hérétiques». While doing so, he posits that this distinction 
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primary objections, for the first of these he notes that Against the Heresy 
of the Theopaschites mentions an earlier letter (which Dorfmann-Lazarev 
takes to be recent) addressed to the Kat‘olikos Zak‘aria. Since Zak‘aria 
died c. 876/877 and Photios became patriarch again in 877, Photios could 
not have dispatched a letter to Zak‘aria before his death.”! However, as 
Greenwood has noted, Against the Heresy of the Theopaschites gives no indi- 
cation that this letter to Zak'aria was sent recently and hence Dorfmann- 
Lazarev's objection is addressed. Indeed, the relevant passage suggests that 
Zak'aria was already dead, which rules out a date from Photios’ first patri- 
archate, as Dorfmann-Lazarev proposed.”? His two further objections are as 
follows: firstly, Niketas had already composed a reply to Sahak's letter; and 
secondly, the reference to a single emperor within Against the Heresy of the 
Theopaschites necessitates a date prior to April 862, since after this date 
Michael III and Basil I always ruled with co-emperors. 

The key to addressing both of these objections lies in an article published 
by Strano independently of Dorfmann-Lazarev's study. While noting that 
Sahak Miut’s letter had elicited two replies, Strano noted that both need not 
have been sent; a position which Greenwood later proposed independently.” 
Of the two replies, Strano argued that Against the Heresy of the Theopaschites 
was never dispatched, observing that it had a character ‘non ufficiale.'" 
While noting that Niketas' letter is addressed to several emperors, he argued 
that Photios' letter posited only a single emperor because its symbolism of 
the earthly hierarchy mirroring the celestial hierarchy was most convincing 


is similar to that implied by canon 14 of the Council of Sirakawan. This canon anathematises 
anyone who considers Chalcedon (or indeed, the fifth, sixth and seventh ecumenical councils) 
to be concordant with the first three councils and correct belief, but would still anathematise 
these councils for selfish motives. While Dorfmann-Lazarev is correct in noting that both 
passages touch upon matters of piety and trustworthiness, this is only to be expected in doc- 
uments which aim at reconciliation. There are, in my view, insufficient grounds for supposing 
that the same distinction between sincerity and disobedience applies in each text, especially 
because this distinction is at best only implicit in canon 14. This canon is ultimately concerned 
with the discrepancy between heretics’ convictions and actions, but discrepancies of this 
kind are not alluded to in the relevant section of Against the Heresy of the Theopaschites. For 
my part, the passages have little in common aside from displaying a readiness to compromise, 
but even if they did, this would not be enough to posit a similar date. Dorfmann-Lazarev is 
however correct in noting that the relevant passage of Against the Heresy of the Theopaschites 
shows a willingness to theologise outside traditional confessional boundaries which is unthink- 
able in the Letter to the Armenians. This implies that the letters were composed in rather 
different contexts, as proposed by the present article. For canon 14, see DORFMANN-LAZAREV, 
The Armenian-Syrian-Byzantine Council, p. 312. 

71 For the uncertain date of Zak‘aria’s death, see note 6 above. 

12 GREENWOOD, Failure of a Mission? , p. 161; STRANO, Il patriarca Fozio, p. 56, n. 47. 

13 STRANO, Il patriarca Fozio, p. 56; GREENWOOD, Failure of a Mission? , p. 160. For this 
difficulty, see also WESTERINK, The Correspondence, pp. 258-260. 

7^ STRANO, Il patriarca Fozio, p. 56. 
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when a single emperor was juxtaposed to God.” If the letter was never sent, 
its lack of accuracy in this regard is unsurprising. These points adequately 
resolve Dorfmann-Lazarev’s principal three reservations. Yet there are 
other reasons that suggest that Against the Heresy of the Theopaschites was 
never sent. The letter has curious inconsistencies with earlier letters in the 
correspondence between Photios and ASot.”° Furthermore, we have seen that 
Αξοί responded to Photios’ initial overture by deferring his reply to a theo- 
logian. The title and opening line of Niketas of Byzantium's Letter implies 
that Basil reacted in an analogous way, by deferring Photios' responsibility 
for replying to Sahak's letter to Niketas:7 


Νικήτα Βυζαντίου, ἔλεγχος καὶ ἀνατροπὴ τῆς σταλείσης ἐπιστολῆς ἐκ τοῦ 
ἄρχοντος τῆς Ἀρμενίας ἐπὶ διαβολῇ τῆς ὀρθοδόξου ἡμῶν πίστεως καὶ τῆς 
ἁγίας καὶ οἰκουμενικῆς τετάρτης συνόδου, ἐξ ἐπιτροπῆς τοῦ φιλοχρίστου 
καὶ εὐσεβεστάτου βασιλέως ἡμῶν, ἐγράφη δὲ πρὸς τὸν ἄρχοντα ἐκ προσώ- 
που τοῦ πατριάρχου. 

Θεοῦ φιλανθρωπίᾳ, καὶ θείοις κρίμασι, καὶ εὐμενείᾳ τῶν πανευσεβῶν καὶ 
ὀρθοδόξων ἡμῶν βασιλέων, τὸν ἀρχιερατικὸν βαθμὸν τῆς βασιλίδος 
πόλεως πηδαλιουχεῖν ἀναδεδεγμένος, πάσῃ σπουδῇ καὶ προθυμίᾳ τὸ λογι- 
κὸν ποίμνιον τοῦ ἀρχιποίμενος ἡμῶν Χριστοῦ ἐννόμως διέπειν καὶ διιθύ- 
νειν ἐπείγομαι.7ὃ 


Niketas of Byzantium, examination and refutation of the letter sent by the ruler 
of Armenia regarding the slander of our orthodox belief and the fourth holy 
ecumenical council, by the authorisation of our Christ-loving and most holy 
emperor.” Written to the ruler in place of the patriarch. 

By the benevolence of god and holy decrees, and by the favour of our all-holy 
and orthodox emperors, I have accepted the responsibility of guiding the patri- 
archal seat of the imperial city. With all urgency and eagerness I hasten to 
lawfully guide and conduct the reasonable flock of our Christ, the first of all 
shepherds... 


Although Niketas authored this letter, it is not difficult to see the handi- 
work of Basil I in the commissioning of the text. The last sentence of the 


7 STRANO, Il patriarca Fozio, pp. 56-57. Note however that Niketas’ letter refers to a sole 
emperor in its title. See note 79 below. 

76 As Laourdas and Westerink have noted, Photios refers to a blood relationship between 
himself and Αξοί several times within Against the Heresy of the Theopaschites. See LAOURDAS 
— WESTERINK, Photius: Epistulae et Amphilochia, Ill, p. 1; WESTERINK, The Correspondence, 
p. 258. However, he never does so in the Letter to Asot, which only describes prior friendly 
intercourse between the two. On this, see p. 212 above. 

77 On this, see also STRANO, I! patriarca Fozio, p. 56. Strano does not explicitly allege that 
Photios was snubbed by Basil, but this is surely the case. 

7$ NIKETAS BYZANTINUS, Refutatio et eversio epistulae ab Armeniae principe missae, in 
PG, 105, col. 587. 

” Note the inconsistency of a sole emperor here, as compared with the reference to plural 
emperors in the letter itself. 
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title implies that Basil deliberately marginalised Photios, presumably 
because ASot’s deferral of his reply to Sahak Miut suggested that ASot con- 
sidered Photios’ letter to be antagonistic. We should recall here that Basil 
had acted in a similar way previously. After disposing of Michael III, 
he was willing to exile Photios and replace him with Ignatios because he 
thought that this would improve relations with the papacy.*? In any case, by 
cutting his patriarch out of further negotiations, Basil recognised ASot’s 
annoyance. Furthermore, by deferring his reply to a theologian, he mirrored 
A&ot's earlier actions, thereby establishing an accord between the two rulers. 
These conciliatory measures mirror those of the Letter to ASot. Basil (and 
through him, Niketas) presumably made these concessions with a view to 
persuading Αξοί to communicate directly, rather than through the person of 
Sahak.*! The importance of Basil in these measures explains why he has 
such a high profile in Armenian sources which allude to these negotiations, 
as well as the fact that two letters were composed in response to Sahak.*? 
It is easy to imagine Photios penning a response before Basil deferred the 
task to Niketas, particularly because Sahak”s reply was directed to him, or 
alternatively after the frustration of being side-lined by Basil. In any event, 
as Greenwood notes, relations probably foundered soon after this complex 
sequence of rebuttals, although it seems that Byzantine authorities only 
grudgingly conceded defeat.* 

To summarise, the Council of Sirakawan was a complicated affair that 
seems to have been favourable to both its Armenian and Byzantine partici- 
pants, with important concessions made on both sides. Despite this, its stated 
aim of unifying the churches was not successful. As far as we can see, this 
was Photios’ ultimate goal and he reopened negotiations to this end after he 
reattained the patriarchate. Basil I also played a crucial part in the initiative, 
to the extent that Basil was content to marginalise Photios when ASot took 
exception to his opening letter, despite the fact that it offered significant 
concessions. This implies that an accommodation with Armenia was not 
purely Photios’ venture. Several important conclusions emerge from this 
overview. Firstly, the outcome of the Council of Sirakawan was clearly unsat- 
isfactory from a Byzantine perspective, in spite of the concessions of the 


80 DvonNIK, The Photian Schism [see note 51], pp. 132-140. 

81 This assumes that the version of Sahak’s letter that Photios received acknowledged the 
former's authorship. The extant Armenian letter notes Sahak's authorship in the title, but does 
not do so in the letter itself. On this, see PHOTIOS, Ep.299, II. 1-2. 

82 [t is worthwhile to recall Basil's prominence in the colophon describing the life of 
Mastoc‘ and the Discovery of the Relics, both preserved in Armenian, despite the fact that all 
of the correspondence during these negotiations stemmed from Photios and Niketas. 

83 GREENWOOD, Failure of a Mission? , pp. 162-163. 
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Armenian Church. Photios believed that there were still prospects for further 
reconciliation at the beginning of his second patriarchate and that contacting 
Αξοί directly provided the best chance of achieving his aims. This supports 
Maksoudian's contention that A&ot wielded significant influence at Sira- 
kawan, albeit not necessarily to the extent that he argued.** Secondly, the 
actors involved in these negotiations were happy to defer responsibility or 
circumvent established channels whenever it suited them. It may be that 
Photios’ Letter to ASot represents an attempt to circumvent negotiations with 
the Kat'olikos Georg by addressing Αξοί directly. We cannot determine this 
conclusively however.® This willingness to circumvent the usual channels 
of communication implies that the individuals involved knew who would 
receive their ideas favourably, which in turn implies a considerable amount 
of familiarity and engagement among all of these parties. Thirdly — and for 
our purposes, most importantly — it is evident that by the time of this second 
initiative Photios was intimately familiar with Armenian religious traditions, 
particularly regarding their anxiety about Nestorianism. As a result of this 
familiarity, Photios’ strategy for engaging with the Armenian Church cen- 
tred upon specifically addressing the Armenian criticism that Chalcedon was 
a Nestorianising council. Crucially, we will see that the Letter to the Arme- 
nians demonstrates a less nuanced understanding of Armenian doctrine on 
Photios’ part and also contains no trace of this anti-Nestorian strategy. 
Moreover, the letter suggests a political context much more amenable to 
Byzantine interests than that of the late 870s, when ASot was able to rebuff 
Byzantine overtures. 


2. THE MANUSCRIPT TRADITION OF THE LETTER TO THE ARMENIANS 


Before proceeding to our reading of the Letter to the Armenians it is 
necessary to give an overview of the manuscript tradition of Photios’ two 
extant Greek letters to Armenian correspondents, in order to determine 
whether they should be assigned a similar date. As noted at the outset, 
both Dorfmann-Lazarev and Greenwood have dated these letters almost 


84 MAKSOUDIAN, The Chalcedonian Issue, pp. 338-340. 

$5 Photios does refer to correspondence with a kat'olikos in the Letter to Asot, but it is 
unclear whether this should be identified with Zak'aria or Georg. ΡΗΟΤΙΟς. Ep.298, ll. 117- 
119. In this letter, Photios approvingly refers to ASot’s prior correspondence with him, in the 
process implying a relationship between the two. For further information on this, see p. 212 
above. This pre-existing relationship, as well as the fact that Photios gave ASot part of the 
True Cross implies that he was the figure of prime importance in this correspondence. If Photios 
conducted a parallel correspondence with Géorg, it seems probable that he was considered of 
lesser importance. 
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contemporaneously, as has been the case with every scholar since the letters’ 
discovery by Darrouzés.*ó An analysis of the manuscript tradition suggests 
an alternative reconstruction however. Both letters are preserved only in a 
single manuscript, Atheniensis, Bibliotheca Nationalis 27756, dated variously 
to the late thirteenth or fourteenth century. Although mutilated in some 
sections, this manuscript is particularly valuable since it preserves both let- 
ters and sermons of Photios which are otherwise unattested. According to 
Laourdas and Westerink, the most recent editors of Photios’ letters, the orig- 
inal exemplar of the Photian letter collection can be traced back to a single 
archetypal exemplar (a) compiled at the end of Photios' first exile, which 
they date to c. 875.9? Consequently, this exemplar preserved a large volume 
of correspondence from Photios' first patriarchate and letters written during 
his first exile. 

By contrast, the ordering of the letters in Atheniensis, Bibliotheca Natio- 
nalis 2756 suggests that it derives from a later strand of the Photian letter 
collection which incorporated letters from both of Photios’ patriarchates.% 
However, as the editors also note, several letters (Ep.284-7), including those 
with which we are concerned here (£p.284-5), have been incorporated into 
this corpus from another source with little regard for chronology. Hence, in 
the editors” reconstruction the two letters to Armenia (Against the Heresy of 
the Theopaschites [Ep.284], followed by the Letter to the Armenians [Ep.285]) 
date to the beginning of Photios’ second patriarchate, whereas the two 
letters Ep.286-7 (which are also unattested in other manuscripts) date to the 
end of the second patriarchate.?! Nonetheless, despite the fact that all of 
these letters are preserved in only this manuscript, it is important to note that 
there is no reason that the letters Ep.286-7 should have had a common 
source to our Armenian letters (or indeed to each other), since these letters 


86 Strano does not attempt to date the Letter to the Armenians, but he considers Against the 
Heresy of the Theopaschites to date from Photios’ second patriarchate. STRANO, Il patriarca 
Fozio, pp. 49-58. 

$7 Darrouzés argues the former, while Westerink/Laourdas adopt the later dating. See DAR- 
ROUZES, Notes d'épistolographie, pp. 183-185; LAOURDAS — WESTERINK, Photius: Epistulae et 
Amphilochia, 1, p. vui. 

88 For the sermons, see C. MANGO, The Homilies of Photius, Patriarch of Constantinople, 
Cambridge (MA), 1958, pp. 18, 27-28. 

89 LAOURDAS — WESTERINK, Photius: Epistulae et Amphilochia, I, p. VI. 

90 LAOURDAS — WESTERINK, Photius: Epistulae et Amphilochia, I, pp. VI-VIK. 

?! For the date of Ep.284-5, see LAOURDAS — WESTERINK, Photius: Epistulae et Amphilo- 
chia, III, pp. 1; 97. For the date of Ep.286-7, see LAOURDAS — WESTERINK, Photius: Epistulae 
et Amphilochia, III, pp. 112-114. It should be noted that none of Photios’ letters which are 
not from the main collection have subsequently been shown to have been written during his 
first patriarchate (as I shall argue is true of the Letter to the Armenians), aside from his letters 
to Pope Nicholas, the omission of which is understandable given the circumstances of Photios' 
exile. 
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are respectively addressed to John the Logothete and Boris/Michael of Bul- 
garia and hence have no connection with Armenia. It is therefore apparent 
that the letters pertaining to Armenia were not necessarily preserved with 
any other letters, although given their similarity in subject matter, the two 
letters were probably preserved together.?? Given the arbitrary way that the 
letters seem to have been assimilated into the corpus, it is clear that the 
position of our letters in the manuscript does not correspond to a similar 
date. This is shown by the fact that Against the Heresy of the Theopaschites 
precedes the Letter to the Armenians, while virtually every modern authority 
has considered the latter letter to be the earlier of the two.” 

From this it would appear that even the compiler responsible for the 
incorporation of the letters had little knowledge of their context or rele- 
vance. This is corroborated by the fact that these letters do not have stated 
recipients, unlike the majority of Photios' letters. This also differs from 
Niketas of Byzantium's letter and the surviving Armenian correspondence 
from this phase of reengagement, all of which give full terms of address. 
The lack of this, accompanied with our letters’ similarity in subject matter, 
suggests that they were preserved together and were only incorporated into 
the manuscript tradition at a relatively late date. There are indications that 
this was not necessarily unusual for Photian letters to important foreign 
correspondents, since his letters to Pope Nicholas were only incorporated 
into the collection after his recall from his initial exile at the earliest.?^ Like- 
wise Photios’ encyclical letter to the eastern patriarchates (Ep.2) is omitted 
from many collections of his letters, including the one with which we are 
concerned here.” Nevertheless, these letters are all subsequently attested in 
multiple manuscripts, often at the beginning of the corpus, unlike our letters. 
AII this suggests a more obscure origin for the letters to Armenia. Indeed, 


?? Although positing the reasons for the preservation of sources must necessarily be spec- 
ulative, Greenwood hypothesises that the circumstances of Photios' exile may have effected 
the preservation of these letters. He also thinks it possible that Photios' letters to Armenia may 
not have been preserved within the patriarchal archives. For this, see GREENWOOD, Failure of 
a Mission? , pp. 151-152. 

3 Darrouzés is the exception, since he considers Against the Heresy of the Theopaschites 
to be the earlier letter. On this, see DARROUZES, Deux lettres inédites, pp. 138-139. Laourdas/ 
Westerink, Dorfmann-Lazarev and Greenwood consider the Letter to the Armenians to be the 
earlier letter. See LAOURDAS — WESTERINK, Photius: Epistulae et Amphilochia, ΠΠ. pp. 1; 97; 
DORFMANN-LAZAREV, Armeniens et Byzantins, pp. 89, 234-235; GREENWOOD, Failure of a Mis- 
sion? , p. 164. Strano does not commit himself, but follows the reconstruction given in the 
Laourdas/Westerink edition. STRANO, 1! patriarca Fozio, pp. 51-52, n. 32. 

3 LAOURDAS — WESTERINK, Photius: Epistulae et Amphilochia, I, pp. VI-vIn. 

5 LAOURDAS — WESTERINK, Photius: Epistulae et Amphilochia, I, p. vm. The omission 
of this letter from some manuscripts may be related to its uncertain authenticity. For this, see 
p. 227 below. 
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the fact that the intended recipients of the letters are not noted opens the 
possibility that the letters were preserved primarily for their importance 
to Armenian relations and/or their theological content. If it is accepted that 
Against the Heresy of the Theopaschites was never dispatched, the latter 
hypothesis is most appropriate, particularly because anti-Armenian invec- 
tives are a well-attested form of polemical text.” The titles of these letters 
suggest an interest in their theological content, while the form of their argu- 
ments is distinct enough to render this hypothesis likely. More crucially, 
this hypothesis is supported by a reference within Against the Heresy of the 
Theopaschites, which suggests that Photios himself considered the theo- 
logical material of both letters as comprising a logical pair. 

At the conclusion of Against the Heresy of the Theopaschites, Photios 
makes an explicit reference to a previous letter of his: a second letter to the 
Kat'olikos Zak‘aria.?’ In their critical edition of Photios’ letters, Laourdas 
and Westerink proposed that this reference alludes to the Letter to the Arme- 
nians.?* I shall adopt this position here, but shall argue that this necessitates 
a more fundamental revision of the dating of the letter than these scholars 
undertook. Since Zak'aria was dead when Against the Heresy of the The- 
opaschites was written, it is evident that this previous letter was written 
some time previously.” Notably, there is a reference to an event which 
occurred during Photios' first patriarchate in the introductory sections of 
Against the Heresy of the Theopaschites, where Photios refers to his envoy 
John of Nike’s conversion of Armenians to the Chalcedonian cause.'% It is 
therefore evident that Photios alludes back to the initiatives of his first patri- 
archate in this letter. This second letter to Zak'aria could therefore also have 
been sent during his first patriarchate. Photios implies that his earlier letter 
was of a different nature to Against the Heresy of the Theopaschites. His 
reference to this earlier letter reads as follows: 

εἰ δέ τινα τῶν ἐν αὐτῷ διὰ τὸ πλῆθος, τυχεῖν διαίτης καὶ διορθώσεως δεό- 
μενα λεπτοµερεστέρας, παραλέλειπται, À πρὸς τὸν θεοφιλέστατον καὶ 
ὁσιώτατον ἀδελφὸν καὶ συλλειτουργὸν ἡμῶν Ζαχαρίαν καὶ τῶν Ἀρμενίων 


% Tt is worth noting that Photios’ letters had little influence on later anti-Armenian texts. 
See DARROUZES, Deux lettres inédites, p. 137. 

97 Greenwood identifies this letter with the Letter to Zak'aria, extant in Armenian. See 
GREENWOOD, Failure of a Mission? , p. 142. 

98 LAOURDAS — WESTERINK, Photius: Epistulae et Amphilochia, ΠΠ, pp. 94; 97-98. See also 
WESTERINK, The Correspondence, pp. 258-259. 

% For the death of Zak‘aria, see note 6. 

100 Note that Photios’ refers to John of Nike, rather than his Concerning the Nativity of 
Christ here. PHotios, Ep.284, 1]. 16-19: ὧν od πρὸ πολλοῦ χρόνου ἢ ἐπιστροφὴ καὶ διόρ- 
θῶσις, διὰ τῆς ὁμοίας παραινέσεως καὶ τοῦ μακαριωτάτου Ἰωάννου ἀρχιεπισκόπου Νίκης 
λαμπρῶς τε καὶ ὣς ἄριστα προελθοῦσα... 
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τοὺς ὀρθοδοξήσαντας δευτέρα πάλιν σταλεῖσα ἐπιστολή - τοὺς κατοικοῦ- 
ντας τὴν τετάρτην Ἀρμενίαν Ταρρωνίτας οἶδά σε μὴ ἀγνοεῖν ὅτι λέγω -- 
αὕτη τὰ λείποντα προσαναπληρώσει...01 

If some of the things that require minute correction in order to attain the correct 
way of life have been passed over because of their great number, the second 
letter sent to our most holy, blessed brother and fellow minister Zak‘aria and 
the Armenians who have become orthodox -- I know that you are not unaware 
that I am speaking about the Taronites inhabiting fourth Armenia - this will 
accomplish the things that remain... 


This reference, at the very end of the letter, closely corresponds to Pho- 
tios' allusion to John of Nike at the outset, since both references appeal to 
attempts to correct Armenians some time previously. The context in which 
the quotation is invoked also implies that this letter had a similar didactic 
content to Against the Heresy of the Theopaschites, although the reference 
to accomplishing “the things which remain" suggests differences in the 
content and form of Photios’ argument. These observations are consistent 
with the Letter to the Armenians. The references to “your holiness" in the 
latter letter necessitate an ecclesiastical recipient, while it is also stated that 
this is the second letter to this correspondent.'? Moreover, because Photios’ 
arguments in the Letter to the Armenians are of his own invention, they differ 
considerably from those advanced in Against the Heresy of the Theopaschites, 
which systematically refutes Sahak's reply to Photios.!% It is easy to under- 
stand why Photios would recall this letter at a later date. 

Since these are the only extant Greek letters of Photios to Armenia and 
were probably preserved together, it seems likely that this "second letter 
to Zak'aria" is indeed the Letter to the Armenians. The lack of reference to 
Taronites within the Letter to the Armenians does not pose a problem here. 
The extant title of the letter suggests a broader audience and this is borne 
out by a closing passage, in which Photios urges “each one of you” to 
accept Chalcedon.'?^ Photios? motivation for mentioning the Taronites in the 
passage quoted above clearly arises because they have remained Chalcedo- 
nian in the years subsequent to Photios’ correspondence with Zak‘aria. It is 


1?! Ῥμοτιος, Ep.284, 11. 3191-3197. 

102 Ῥμοτιος, Ep.285, ll. 18-33: ...τὴν ὑμετέραν εὐλάβειαν ... καὶ δευτέραις ἔγνωμεν 
προσομιλῆσαί σοι...; Il. 147-148: ...τὰ γραφέντα παρ᾽ ἡμῶν τῇ σῇ εὐλαβείᾳ... See also 
GREENWOOD, Failure of a Mission?, p. 163. 

103 For Photios’ arguments in the Letter to the Armenians see below, pp. 224-232. 

104 Ῥμοτιος, Ep.285, ll. 459-464: Ei δ᾽ ἄγε νῦν καὶ ὑμῶν ἕκαστον μάλιστα προσήκει, 
ταῖς ἀληθείαις ἐπερειδομένους καὶ ταῖς τῶν εὐκρινηθέντων μελέταις τὴν διάνοιαν ἐνα- 
σκουμένους καὶ παντὸς ἄλλου τὴν τούτων φυλακήν TE καὶ συντήρησιν προτιμωμένους, 
ἐν εὐφημίαις μὲν τὴν ἐν Χαλκηδόνι σύνοδον ποιεῖσθαι καὶ πολλῷ τῷ θαύματι τῆς εἰς 
ἀρετὴν ἡκούσης καὶ θεοσέβειαν τελειότητος... 
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therefore possible that in the "second letter to Zak'aria" Photios addressed 
them through the person of Zak'aria, whose status and titles would have 
to be acknowledged, but I think it is more likely that Photios is invoking 
them for rhetorical effect, to remind Αξοί that many Armenians were Chal- 
cedonian.'% In a broader sense, the fact that Photios reminds Aÿot of his 
previous correspondence with Zak'aria and the activity of John of Nike 
implies that A&ot was well-informed about Sirakawan, which in turn suggests 
that he may well have played an active role at the council.!% 


3. THE LETTER TO THE ARMENIANS: AN OVERVIEW 


To substantiate the hypothesis that the “second letter to Zak‘aria” is the 
Letter to the Armenians, I shall now examine this letter, focusing particu- 
larly closely on the political context that the letter implies and its character- 
isation of the Armenian kat'olikos, whom I will identify as Zak'aria from 
this point onward. From the very outset of the Letter to the Armenians it is 
apparent that it is part of a radically different correspondence to that of 
Photios' second patriarchate. Insofar as the letter exhorts his correspondent 
to accept Chalcedon, its aims are similar to the letters of his second patriar- 
chate, but the conciliatory approach of these letters differs from the Letter 
to the Armenians, which is antagonistic and less familiar with Armenian 
sensibilities.!"’ By contrast to the gifts and concessions he offers in the 
Letter to Asot, here Photios is uncompromising and has considerable polit- 
ical leverage over his correspondent. This implies a religio-political context 
which is more favourable to Byzantine interests than the early years of Pho- 
tios’ second patriarchate. Photios is not merely concerned with conversion 
but also seeks to advance the interests of Byzantine Chalcedonianism in 
Armenia. He even makes allusions to joint initiatives of the two churches 
against heretics, which are unfortunately obscure and difficult to contextu- 
alise. In contrast to the anti-Nestorian approach of the Letter to ASot, Photios 
here criticises the Miaphysite figures (such as Eutyches and Dioskoros) 
whom he avoided mentioning in the aforementioned letter. However, he 


105 By all indications Zak'aria never became Chalcedonian, so this earlier letter cannot 
have been intended for both himself and the Taronites in a straightforward sense. For relevant 
forms of address in Byzantine epistolography, see M. GRÜNBART, Formen der Anrede im 
byzantinischen Brief vom 6. bis zum 12. Jahrhundert (WBS, 25), Vienna, 2005, pp. 40-56; 
154-170. 

106 See also p. 207 above. 

177 "The letter's aggressive tone differs considerably from Photios’ deferential tone while 
writing to Nicholas I, whose sympathy he often tries to elicit. For this, see in particular PHOTIOS, 
Ep.288, 11. 1-14; ΡΗΟΤΙΟ5, Ep.290, 11. 34-112. 
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does so in a conciliatory way, noting that the views of Eutyches and Diosko- 
ros were perhaps in agreement with the first three ecumenical councils.!® 
In this section, Photios' primary objective is to argue that Chalcedon should 
be accepted because it is in concordance with the ecumenical councils which 
preceded it.!” 

Before proceeding to an analysis of the arguments of the Letter to the 
Armenians and its diplomatic context, it is useful to provide an overview of 
its structure and most idiosyncratic features. Since this is Photios' second 
letter to Zak'aria and he alludes to the latter's reply in several sections, there 
were at least two prior letters in this correspondence. From the contents of 
the extant letter we can infer that Photios’ first letter also appealed for an 
acceptance of Chalcedon, as well as requesting the joint actions against 
heretics that we noted above.!!? Since this letter dictated the course of later 
correspondence, we should assume that it was the first letter of this exchange, 
thereby making our letter the third. References within the letter imply that 
Photios' first letter had a similar tone and purpose to our extant letter. For 
instance, Photios notes that Zak‘aria should rightly have accepted Chalcedon 
after reading his first letter!!! 

As is customary in Greek letters, the Letter to the Armenians begins with 
an exposition on Christian love (ἀγάπη), but Photios quickly counterbal- 
ances this with a discussion of the dangers of heresy that foreshadows the 
ambivalent attitude to Zak‘aria which will characterise the letter.!!? In the 
opening sections of the letter, Photios introduces much of the symbolism 
that gives it its ultimate meaning: he alludes to a metaphorical *guardian' 
(σκοπός) and its role in combatting heresy.!!? This guardian is to be identi- 
fied with correct belief. In this opening passage, Photios takes on the role 
of this guardian himself, but at other times he equates it with Chalcedon.!!* 


108 Ῥμοτιος, Ep.285, 1. 275-277. Note that Photios does criticise these figures in Against 
the Heresy of the Theopaschites. See PHOTIOS, Ep.284, ll. 101; 1001-1002. The Eutychian 
position was often denounced in Armenian traditions, such as in canon 6 of the Council of 
Sirakawan. See DORFMANN-LAZAREV, The Armenian-Syrian-Byzantine Council, p. 309. 

109 The opposite view is espoused by the later Armenian king (and theologian) Gagik 
Arcruni. See DORFMANN-LAZAREV, Gagik Arcruni [see note 39], p. 322. 

110 For the first letter, see p. 230 below. 

!!! Ῥμοτιος, Ep.285, ll. 61-72. 

112 Ῥμοτιος, Ep.285, Il. 2-17. The focus on ἀγάπη is typical of Photios’ letters to foreign 
correspondents, such as his opening letters to Aÿot and Pope Nicholas I. See PHOTIOS, Ep.290, 
ll. 4-24; Puotios, Ep.298, 11. 6-16. For references to friendship and love, see G. H. KARLSSON, 
Idéologie et cérémonial dans l'épistolographie byzantine: textes du X* siécle analysés et com- 
mentés, Uppsala, 1962, pp. 14-78, esp. 14-33. See also M. MULLETT, Byzantium: A Friendly 
Society? , in Past & Present, 118 (1998), pp. 3-24. 

113 For this guardian, see PHOTIOS, Ep.285, Il. 18-36. For Photios' characterisation of heresy, 
see PHOTIOS, Ep.285, ll. 37-60. 

ΠΑ The guardian is equated with the authority of Chalcedon at ΡΗΟΤΙΟ5, Ep.285, ll. 109-110. 
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In these opening sections, he refers to the only recent historical event that 
we can glean from the text: an initiative of the Armenian Church against 
heresy. Within this passage, Photios accuses Zak'aria of acting against her- 
esy to deflect attention from the fact that he had not accepted Chalcedon, 
which he should have done following the entreaties of Photios’ first letter.!? 
The passage reads as follows: 


ἐπεὶ δὲ μικρὸν ἡγήσω τὸ μιᾷ τοῦ λόγου πληγῇ, τῇ Tap’ ἡμῶν σταλείσῃ 
πρότερον ἐπιστολῇ, τὰ τῆς αἱρέσεως ἰδεῖν ὀχυρώματα καθαιρούμενα καὶ 
τὰ ταύτης στρατόπεδα ἐξ ἐφόδου μόνης Χριστῷ προσαγόμενα δοριάλωτα, 
οὐδ᾽ ἀπροστάτευτον αὐτὴν οὐδ᾽ ἀστρατήγητον ἔγνως καταλιπεῖν ἀλλ᾽ ἐπε- 
geis ὅση δύναμις καὶ ἀντιμηχανᾶσθαι προείλου καὶ ἀντιμάχεσθαι, ἴσως 
ἵνα περιφανεστέραν πᾶσι τὴν ἧτταν ὑποδεικνὺς καὶ τὴν τῆς προδοσίας 
φύγῃς ὑπόνοιαν καὶ τὸ πείθειν ἕξεις τοῖς ὑπὸ σὲ ταττομένοις εὐοδούμενον, 
ὡς οὐ χρὴ πλέον φιλονεικεῖν τῆς δυνάμεως, ἀλλ᾽ ὑπείκειν ἑκόντας καὶ 
μεθίστασθαι τῷ κρείττονι, μηδὲ μάτην πρὸς οὐράνιον μάχην ὁπλιζομένους 
ψυχῶν πανωλεθρίαν ὑφίστασθαι...Ι16 


Since you considered a small thing from the single blow of our word — the letter 
formerly sent by us — to see these strongholds which are purified of heresy and 
win over these camps, which were taken in war, to Christ by a single attack, you 
did not think to leave this heresy behind unprotected and subject to bad general- 
ship, but you began to advance against this so far as you were able and intended 
to fight against it and make counter measures, perhaps so that, showing the 
most excellent defeat to everyone, you might flee the suspicion of treachery 
and be able to persuade those who are marshalled in your power that you are 
successful. Since it is not necessary to be fond of dispute more than power, but 
it is better to retire willing men and substitute them with the stronger, not 
fighting in vain a battle against heaven, to place the soul under utter ruin... 


The event described in this passage is difficult to contextualise because, 
to my knowledge, it is not corroborated securely by any other text. Despite 
this, the event supports a date in Photios’ first patriarchate, rather than his 
second. Within the passage, Photios notes that Zak'aria's actions against 
heresy occurred as a result of a request in Photios’ first letter. It is impos- 
sible to ascertain the extent of this initiative, but I suspect that it was of 
relatively small scale and was primarily intended to encourage further col- 
laboration between the churches. As for the identity of these heretics, there 
are two main candidates: Paulicians or more extreme Miaphysites such as 
Julianists.! 


!5 PHorios, Ep.285, ll. 61-72. 

116 Ῥμοτιος, Ep.285, ll. 72-82. 

117 Since actions against Julianists could potentially bring problematic theological differ- 
ences to the fore, Paulicians are a more appropriate target. They were also more dangerous 
during our period, but if these initiatives were relatively limited this may not have posed a 
problem. For Julianism, see most recently A. Korsky, Julianism after Julian of Halicarnassus, 
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The Paulician connection is more interesting, although not necessarily 
more probable. In Photios’ encyclical letter to the Eastern Patriarchs of 
866/867 (Ep.2), he refers to the conversion of dualist heretics (and by infer- 
ence, Paulicians) in Constantinople.!!? This passage is followed by Photios’ 
exaggerated account of Sirakawan and the conversion of Armenians to Chal- 
cedonian orthodoxy, thereby implying a possible link between the two.!!” 
Although Photios' initiatives against Paulicians are confined to Constantino- 
ple and therefore have no relevance to Armenia, it is possible that the two 
passages refer to a joint initiative against heretics. If so, Photios and Zak‘aria 
attempted to establish an accord by targeting a heresy that both churches 
considered a substantial threat. Nonetheless, we would be wise not to put 
too much emphasis on this interpretation. Firstly, Photios refers to conver- 
sion in Constantinople, whereas his language implies that Zak'aria used 
more forceful measures. Beyond this, Speck (and following him, Kolbaba) 
have argued that Photios' encyclical is a composite text compiled from other 
Photian works.'?? Speck, for instance, suspects that the passage describing 
events in Armenia is a later addition.'?! This should lead us to be wary of 
emphasising the link that the letter implies between Paulicians and Siraka- 
wan. Given our limited evidence, we cannot arrive at a secure identification 
of the heretics to whom Photios alludes. 

In spite of this, an initiative against heretics is more comprehensible prior 
to the Council of Sirakawan in 862, rather than the dates proposed for the 
letter by Laourdas/Westerink (c. 875-877) and Greenwood (c. 878). If our 
correspondence occurred shortly before Photios’ correspondence with Αξοί, 
as the scholars mentioned above assume, we would surely expect Photios to 
mention the success of these anti-heretical measures to Aÿot in order to 
stress their mutual interests, but there are no references to these actions in 


in B. BITTON-ASHKELONY — L. PERRONE (eds), Between Personal and Institutional Religion: 
Self, Doctrine and Practice in Late Antique Eastern Christianity, Turnhout, 2013, pp. 258-62; 
271-278; DORFMANN-LAZAREV, Arméniens et Byzantins, pp. 203-206. For Paulicians, see my 
PhD thesis, Polemics and Persecution: East Romans and Paulicians (c. 780-880), University 
of Nottingham, 2018, as well as N. G. GARSOÍAN, The Paulician Heresy, The Hague — Paris, 
1967; P. LEMERLE, L'histoire des Pauliciens d'Asie Mineure d’après les sources grecques, in 
TM, 5 (1973), pp. 1-144. 

118 PHorios, Ep.2, 1. 27-30: ...μάλιστα δὲ κατὰ τὴν βασιλεύουσαν πόλιν, ἐν À πολλὰ 
θεοῦ συνεργίᾳ τῶν ἀνελπίστων κατώρθωται, πολλαὶ δὲ γλῶσσαι τὴν προτέραν διαπτυσά- 
μεναι µυσαρότητα τὸν κοινὸν ἁπάντων πλάστην καὶ δημιουργὸν μεθ᾽ ἡμῶν ὑμνεῖν ἐδιδά- 
χθησαν... On this, see also GARSOÍAN, The Paulician Heresy [see note 117], p. 30. 

112 Ῥμοτιος, Ep.2, 11. 38-47. 

120 P, Speck, Die griechischen Quellen zur Bekehrung der Bulgaren und die zwei ersten 
Briefe des Photios, in C. SCHOLZ and G. MARRIS (eds), Polypleuros nous: Miscellanea für Peter 
Schreiner zu seinem 60. Geburtstag Munich, 2000, pp. 354-357; KOLBABA, Inventing Latin 
Heretics [see note 8], pp. 57-65. 

?! Speck, Die griechischen Quellen [see note 120], p. 356. 


228 CARL DIXON 


any text from Photios' second patriarchate. If the heretics in question were 
Julianists, it is more likely that they would be targeted prior to Sirakawan, 
since the canons of the council condemn the more extreme strands of 
Miaphysitism.? By contrast, if the heretics were Paulicians, a date in the 
early 860s is also more comprehensible. Photios would hardly need to make 
a request for assistance in the late 870s, since this decade saw the Byzan- 
tines gain the upper hand against the Paulicians. The Paulician leader Chrys- 
ocheir was defeated and killed at Bathyryax in 872, while their stronghold 
of Tephriké was finally taken in 878.173 In the early 860s, by contrast, the 
Paulician threat was much greater and only partially abated with the deaths 
of the Paulician Karbeas and his ally ‘Amr al-Aqta‘, the Emir of Malatiya, 
in 863,11 As a result, Photios’ request for aid is more comprehensible in this 
earlier period. If the Letter to the Armenians was written in the late 870s, 
we could hardly expect Photios to credit his correspondent for the positive 
actions of the Armenian Church without mentioning the recent Byzantine 
successes. As a result, irrespective of how we identify these heretics, this 
passage implies an early date for the letter. Nevertheless, given our lack of 
corroborating evidence for these events, we should be wary of placing too 
much emphasis on this. 

Immediately after this passage, Photios criticises Zak‘aria for his intran- 
sigence and prevarication.? The negative characteristics which Photios has 
already foreshadowed are now openly associated with Zak'aria and these 
characteristics will remain at the fore throughout the rest of the letter. !26 
He refers to the fecundity of Armenia, which will play a crucial role in the 
letter's symbolism.!?” Photios then raises the issue of Chalcedon and his 
responsibility for correcting those who have strayed from orthodoxy."* 
He defends Chalcedon by arguing that it is in concordance with earlier ecu- 
menical councils.'” In doing so, he negatively characterises many of the reli- 
gious figures who subsequently rejected the council (including figures such 
as Severus of Antioch, Peter the Fuller and Timothy the Cat).? There is 


122 


See particularly canons 6, 8 and 11. DORFMANN-LAZAREV, The Armenian-Syrian- 
Byzantine Council, pp. 309-311. 

123 For Chrysocheir and Bathyryax, see LEMERLE, L'histoire des Pauliciens [see note 117], 
pp. 96-103; V. BasiLit, 41-43, pp. 148-159. For the fall of Tephrike, see LEMERLE, L’histoire des 
Pauliciens, pp. 103-108. 

124 For Karbeas’ death, see MAs’ÜDI, Les prairies d'or, ed. by C. BARBIER DE MEYNARD, 
8 vols, vol. 8, Paris, 1874, p. 75. For ‘Amr’s death, see THEOPH. CONT., 4:25, pp. 254-261. 

125 ῬΗοΟτιος, Ep.285, ll. 91-103. 

126 See below, pp. 232-236. 

77 ῬΗοτιος, Ep.285, ll. 104-134. 

125 ῬΗοτιος, Ep.285, ll. 135-161. 

122 ῬΗοτιος, Ep.285, ll. 162-278. 

130 Pyorios, Ep.285, ll. 211-215. 
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little doubt that this section would antagonise Armenian audiences. After 
this passage, there is a division of the text in our extant manuscript, marked 
by the phrase Τόμος Seútepoc.!*! As Darrouzés notes, it is uncertain when 
this division of the letter occurred, but it is clear that our extant letter is a 
unified composition, as is evident in the fact that the symbolism that Photios 
has developed to this point is only resolved after this dividing point.'*? How- 
ever, the division does occur at a significant point of Photios’ argument, 
since to this point he has argued that Chalcedon should be accepted because 
it is in concordance with the preceding ecumenical councils, whereas from 
this point on he addresses the criticism that the same argument could theo- 
retically be applied to the Latrocinium (the Second Council of Ephesus 
[449]).? Photios notes that the Armenian Church rejects this council, which 
was notorious for the brutal treatment of Flavian, Patriarch of Constan- 
tinople.^ He then notes that Chalcedon redressed the injustices of this 
council and consequently Chalcedon should be accepted.!* As Photios 
continues he reprises many of the symbolic allusions that he introduced at 
the beginning of the letter, but he reappropriates these to draw Zak'aria's 
conduct and orthodoxy into question.!?° The letter then closes with a final 
exhortation to accept Chalcedon.!* There is no reason to suppose that the 
letter is incomplete, as Darrouzés proposed, because its conclusion brings 
together the symbolic themes developed throughout the letter.!?* 


4. 'THE DIPLOMATIC CONTEXT OF THE LETTER TO THE ARMENIANS 


Throughout the Letter to the Armenians Photios argues from a position 
of strength, pressing for the acceptance of Chalcedon and adopting an 
implicitly threatening tone towards his correspondent. This is a convincing 
reason for supposing that the letter was written for Zak‘aria early in Photios’ 
first patriarchate, since this confrontational approach differs markedly from 


13 


ΡΗΟΤΙΟ5, Ep.285, |. 298. 

1? DARROUZES, Deux lettres inédites, pp. 170-171, especially note 10. 

133 PHorios, Ep.285, ll. 299-310. 

34 Pyorıos, Ep.285, ll. 311-323. 

135 Ῥμοτιος, Ep.285, ll. 337-349; 421-423. 

136 Ῥμοτιος, Ep.285, ll. 350-379; 424-458. 

137 PHorTIos, Ep.285, ll. 459-479. 

138 DARROUZES, Deux lettres inédites, pp. 139; 180, n. 15. See also WESTERINK, The Corre- 
spondence, p. 259. Darrouzés proposes that a second part of the work, containing a refutation 
of Miaphysitism may have originally followed this conclusion, but he cites no textual evidence 
to suggest why this should be the case. As we will, see the symbolic references which open 
the letter are resolved at its culmination, so there is no reason to suppose it has been abridged. 
On this, see pp. 232-236 below. 
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the conciliatory Letter to ASot. The rhetoric that Photios adopts in the Letter 
to the Armenians suggests a different diplomatic context, while his charac- 
terisation of the rejection of Chalcedon shows that his understanding of 
Armenian theology is not as developed as it would later become. Both of 
these observations support an early date for the letter. 

As I have already noted, earlier correspondence between Photios and 
Zak'aria was of a similarly hostile tone to the Letter to the Armenians. 
After Photios' opening discussion of Christian love, he notes that this is his 
second letter to the kat'olikos, in the process describing their earlier cor- 
respondence.!?? For Photios, Zak‘aria’s previous letter is conditioned by 
“the darkness of ignorance", as opposed to his own “rays of unerring doc- 
trine."!^ Moreover, Zak‘aria’s positive characteristics are juxtaposed with 
negative traits such as hatred (μῖσος) and deceit (¿mPovAn).'*! Since our 
sources suggest that Photios and Zak‘aria were on good terms and that the 
outcome of Sirakawan was favourable to both sides, we must suspect that 
Photios’ combative stance and insistence on the acceptance of Chalcedon 
stems from the fact that he is in a position of strength, which is best sup- 
ported by a date in the late 850s and early 860s, when Byzantine influence 
was strong on its eastern frontier.!? Photios follows his initial rebuke by 
quoting Tit. 3.10, which advocates interceding for heretics on the first and 
second occasions, but not afterward.!* The use of such a quote on the 
occasion of a second letter shows that Photios' first letter was a rebuke of 
a similar kind, albeit probably milder. Photios claims that Zak'aria should 
have accepted Chalcedon on the basis of his first letter and not rendered 
this second letter necessary.!^ Due to the conventions of epistolography, 
Photios' opening letter would presumably have focused on opening diplo- 
matic relations and a request for aid against heresy, rather than dwelling 
extensively on Chalcedon. If so, then the relationship between Photios' first 
and second letters to Zak'aria may have mirrored that between the Letter 
to Asot and Against the Heresy of the Theopaschites, in that the first letter 
of each sequence focused on diplomatic matters while the second was devoted 
to the theological differences. This might explain why Photios recalled 


139 Pyorios, Ep.285, ll. 29-36. 

140 PHorios, Ep.285, 11. 32-35: ...1@ μακαρίῳ Παύλῳ κἀνταῦθα μαθητευόμενοι, καὶ 
δευτέραις ἔγνωμεν προσομιλῆσαί σοι, τῆς μὲν ἀντιγραφείσης ἡμῖν ἐπιστολῆς παρ᾽ ὑμῶν 
τὸν τῆς ἀγνοίας γνόφον ταῖς τῶν ἀπλανῶν δογμάτων αὐγαῖς... 

141 Pyotios, Ep.285, ll. 11-17. 

142 On Photios and Zak‘aria’s relationship, see also DORFMANN-LAZAREV, Armeniens et 
Byzantins, pp. 58-59; GREENWOOD, Failure of a Mission? , pp. 148-150. 

143 Pnorios, Ep.285, ll. 51-53. Photios refers to the same quotation in Against the Heresy 
of the Theopaschites. See PHOTIOS, Ep.284, 11. 58-61. 

14 Pyorios, Ep.285, ll. 61-63. 
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"this second letter to Zak'aria" in Against the Heresy of the Theopaschites 
over fifteen years later. 

As noted above, the earlier correspondence between Photios and Zak‘aria 
resulted in the latter taking action against heretics. Despite this, Photios was 
not pleased with his conduct. Immediately after Photios' account of the 
initiatives against heretics, he rebukes the kat‘olikos at length, accusing him 
of systematically dissembling in his previous letter: 

Πρὸ δὲ τῆς κατὰ μέρος συνεξετάσεως ἐκεῖνό γε προταττόμεθα, δι᾽ ὅλου 
σχεδὸν κατεσπαρμένον τοῦ γράμματος, τὸ τἀναντία καὶ ῥήματι καὶ νοήματι 
φθέγγεσθαι βασάνῳ λόγων καὶ δοκιμασίᾳ κολάσαι... 35 


Before a careful examination of each point in turn, we should determine that 
thing which has been scattered through nearly the whole of your writing: 
the act of stating the opposite with any phrase and thought, and the act of 
chastising beliefs by a torture of words... 


Since Zak'aria complied with Photios' wishes by taking action against 
heretics, it seems that Photios' accusations here pertain to doctrinal matters, 
presumably regarding Chalcedon. Despite this, the letter's primary complaint 
is not Zak‘aria’s belief as such, but rather his failure to realise Photios’ aims. 
Although the letter could be interpreted as an attempt by Photios to drive a 
wedge between Zak‘aria and the rest of the Armenian Church so that Zak‘aria 
will impose his more moderate stance upon his subordinates, I believe that 
Photios adopts this approach in order to keep their correspondence relatively 
cordial. Photios rarely mentions Armenians, or distinguishes Zak‘aria from 
them.'^6 For the most part, Photios’? uncompromising attitude to Zak‘aria 
arises from the kat'olikos' refusal to accept Chalcedon. 

The theological reasoning that Photios uses in order to exhort Zak'aria to 
accept Chalcedon demonstrates some familiarity with Armenian traditions, 
but, I would argue, he is not yet able to present his arguments in distinctly 
Armenian terms, which he comes close to achieving in the Letter to Asot. 
In the Letter to the Armenians, Photios adopts a relatively simple line of argu- 
ment: Chalcedon should be accepted because the ecumenical councils are 
concordant with one another.!* By not accepting Chalcedon, the Armenians 
should necessarily accept the Latrocinium of Ephesus: a council notorious 
for its brutality. Since the Armenian Church does not accept the Latrocinium, 
it must logically accept Chalcedon, which rectified the outrages perpetrated 
at the former council. This historically-based argument is of Photios' own 
invention and largely avoids the theological matters which had proved so 


145 ῬΗΟΤΙΟς, Ep.285, ll. 91-96. 
146 Two notable exceptions are PHOTIOS, Ep.285, 11. 227-229; 459-464. 
47 Pyotios, Ep.285, 11. 197-297. 
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troublesome in attempts at union in the previous centuries. The letter is an 
exhortation to accept Chalcedon, rather than a refutation of Miaphysitism.!* 
This approach implies a knowledge of Armenian anxieties and preconcep- 
tions and an attempt to acknowledge them, albeit not yet in a particularly 
sophisticated way. Many sections of this letter would have been provocative 
to an Armenian audience, particularly those that criticised Miaphysite think- 
ers or characterised those who reject Chalcedon as so mendacious that their 
words can be characterised as childish and their actions construed as mad.!^? 
Despite this, it is possible to see traces of Photios’ more conciliatory 
approach in this letter. For instance, his focus on individual councils is so 
pronounced that he even personifies the Third Ecumenical Council, in the 
process emphasising its condemnation of Nestorios.'? Admittedly, anti- 
Nestorian rhetoric barely figures in this account in comparison with Photios' 
later correspondence, but there are indications that he is aware of Armenian 
reasons for rejecting Chalcedon. Yet the letter's aim of persuading Zak‘aria 
to accept Chalcedon is primarily based not on its theological arguments, but 
on its characterisation of Photios’ correspondent. 


5. PHOTIOS’ PORTRAYAL OF ZAK‘ARIA 


As noted several times already, the complex characterisation of Zak‘aria 
is carefully developed throughout the Letter to the Armenians. Despite Pho- 
tios” criticisms of Zak'aria's conduct, he does not characterise him as 
overtly heterodox, stating that: “your holiness is not placed in the party of 
those who are uneducated and hate the good." ^! This is in keeping with the 
Byzantine attitude that Miaphysitism was the least serious form of heresy.!*? 
As argued above, while the letter is confrontational, Photios routinely molli- 
fies criticisms of Zak‘aria in order to render the letter palatable and keep it 
within the bounds of epistolographic norms.!** The primary means by which 
he does so is by alternating passages which admonish Zak'aria with more 
positive remarks. For instance, he observes Zak'aria's successful initiatives 


148 As argued above, there is no reason to suppose that the letter ever criticised Miaphysitism 
directly. See note 138. 

149 Pyorios, Ep.285, ll. 279-297. 

150 Pyorios, Ep.285, ll. 256-275. 

151 PHotios, Ep.285, ll. 18-19: Ἐπεὶ δὲ τὴν ὑμετέραν εὐλάβειαν οὐκ ἐν τῇ τῶν ἀπαι- 
δεύτων καὶ μισοκάλων μοίρᾳ... 

1? DORFMANN-LAZAREV, Arméniens et Byzantins, pp. 222-223. 

153 A hostile or insulting tone is rare in Byzantine epistolography, but there are examples 
of pejorative forms of address elsewhere in Photios” letters. For this, see GRÜNBART, Formen 
der Anrede [see note 105], pp. 128-129. 
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against heresy before accusing him of deliberate deception. He then softens 
this criticism with a positive description of Armenia. This approach of alter- 
nating between positive and negative passages is particularly notable in the 
early phases of the letter. Notably, Photios first addresses the Armenian 
rejection of Chalcedon comparatively late in the letter.?* When he charac- 
terises Armenian doctrinal errors, he invariably raises these by describing 
them abstractly, rather than accusing Zak'aria outright. Yet immediately 
after doing so, he then addresses the complaint to Zak‘aria directly. This 
tactic is adopted in several places.'?? For instance, Photios argues against those 
who do not accept the concordance of Chalcedon with the councils that 
preceded it, in the process framing his arguments abstractly and criticising 
important Miaphysite figures by name.!°° After this he addresses Zak‘aria 
personally: 

Δέχῃ τὰ τῶν τριῶν; μηδὲ τῆς τετάρτης ἔξαρνος ἔσο: συνάδει γὰρ καὶ συμ- 

φθέγγεται. φεύγεις ταύτης τὰ δόγματα; τί προσεταιρίζῃ τὰς συγγενεῖς; 157 

Do you accept the things of these three? Do not deny the fourth, for it is in 


accordance and speaks along with them. Do you shun its doctrines? Why are 
you a comrade with your kinsmen? 


Passages such as this are clearly confrontational. This tendency becomes 
more apparent as the letter progresses, but even at the end of the letter, when 
Photios' criticisms of Zak'aria become heightened, these are mitigated by 
his positive portrayal of those who were coerced to accept the Latrocinium. 
On the whole, the letter's aggressive, but still formal, tone is maintained 
throughout. Photios' characterisation of Zak'aria plays a significant role in 
this. 

When compared with Against the Heresy of the Theopaschites, there are 
few quotations from the letter to which Photios is replying within the Letter 
to the Armenians. Photios never quotes the theology that Zak'aria espoused in 
his previous letter, but instead co-opts the literary motifs which the kat‘otikos 
expressed, in the process using these motifs in order to implicitly threaten 
him.'5® While Photios’ defence of Chalcedon is relatively simple and uncon- 
troversial, his characterisation of heretical agency is complex and developed 
through a number of recurring topoi, primarily military and agricultural, 


154 Pyorıos, Ep.285, ll. 162-187. 

155 As well as the example quoted below, see ΡΗΟΤΙΟς, Ep.285, 11. 324-378, and following 
this 11. 397-423. 

156 Ῥμοτιος, Ep.285, ll. 197-226. 

157 Ῥηοτιος, Ep.285, ll. 227-229. 
For the tailoring of motifs to a correspondent, see MULLETT, The Classical Tradition 
[see note 55], p. 78. Photios perhaps does not quote Zak'aria's arguments directly due to the 
latter's alleged duplicity. On this, see p. 231 above. 
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which are introduced at the beginning of the letter, with the former evident 
from Photios’ allusion to Zak'aria's initiatives against heretics and the latter 
evident from his description of Armenia as a fertile land.!5 This symbolism 
approaches its resolution when Photios divides the participants of the 
Latrocinium of Ephesus into three distinct groups. He does so because the 
validity of this council was disputed in Armenian traditions. Nevertheless, 
in this letter, Photios notes that Zak'aria rejected the validity of this coun- 
cil.!® Photios distinguishes between those who readily accepted this council, 
those who were unwillingly forced to accept it and those who rejected it. In 
his first reference to these categories, he implies that although the orthodoxy 
of Zak'aria is suspect, there is still a prospect of reconciliation. However, at 
the climax of his letter he relates the agricultural and military topoi that he 
developed beforehand to his tripartite characterisation of heretics. In doing 
so, he draws Zak‘aria’s orthodoxy into serious question. Photios’ reference 
to these groups is as follows: 

...εἴ τινες EV ἐπαίνῳ τὴν ἐν Ἐφέσῳ ποιοῖντο, εἰ μὲν οἷς ἑλῄστευον, κατα- 

γνώσομαι, εἰ δ᾽ οἷς ἄκοντες συναπήχθησαν, εἰς ὅ τι δεῖ αὐτοὺς ἐπιστρέφο- 

ντας ὄψομαι, si δ᾽ οἷς τινες οὐδὲ συνέθεντο, ἐπαινέσομαι.Ι6! 

...1f some people still esteem the synod at Ephesus with praise, if any of them 

do so because they still behave like robbers I shall condemn them, but if they 


had been led astray unwillingly at that time I shall see what is necessary for 
correcting them, but if any did not agree I shall praise them. 


This passage is complex, since Photios' characterisation of these heretics 
applies both to churchmen of his own time and the participants at the coun- 
cil itself. As a result, he implies that those who accept the council in his own 
day are worthy of condemnation in much the same way as those who 
behaved so brutally at the council. For our purposes, Zak'aria belongs in the 
second of the stated groups, since Photios is writing in order to correct him. 
He should not ordinarily be placed within the first group because he does 
not accept the Latrocinium, but his refusal to accept Chalcedon complicates 
this somewhat. Zak'aria's position is therefore ambiguous. In a subsequent, 
more extensive, description of these groups, Photios dispenses with the first 
group in a single sentence, but characterises the second sympathetically 
and extensively.'® His concern with characterising those who are initially 


159 For military imagery, see ΡΗΟΤΙΟς, Ep.285, Il. 18-31; 71-90, 146-161. For agricultural 
imagery, see PHOTIOS, Ep.285, 11. 111-114; 127-129. 

160 Pyorios, Ep.285, ll. 311-323. The Council of Sirakawan condemned Eutychianism and 
accordingly also rejected the Latrocinium. See DORFMANN-LAZAREV, The Armenian-Syrian- 
Byzantine Council, p. 309. 

161 ΡΗΟΤΙΟς, Ep.285, ll. 351-354. 

162 PHorios, Ep.285, 11. 350-378. 
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in error, has clear relevance to an Armenian audience he has hopes of con- 
verting. As yet, his characterisation of Zak'aria is relatively sympathetic, 
especially when compared with his earlier rhetoric. 

However, as Photios' letter reaches its conclusion its tone grows steadily 
more threatening. He returns to the agricultural and military topoi he 
employed earlier in the letter, characterising the above three groups by mil- 
itary terms such as rank (τάξις) and division (τάγμα). Perhaps for emphasis, 
or to coincide with this change in tone, the numbering of these groups has 
now been inverted, with the orthodox and preeminent group first and the 
heterodox group last.!6° Both the first and second groups are referred to as 
possessing a κληρουχία. In classical terms, this refers to a piece of land 
allotted to a citizen in a foreign colony. With the explicit reference to ranks 
here, it brings together the predominant agricultural and military motifs of 
the letter, in the process characterising these two groups positively. If this 
second groups repents and receives a κληρουχία, they thereby regain their 
citizenship and become equal to the first group. '^* By contrast, the final group, 
who rejected the council (and whom Photios does not number), are denied 
enrolment as citizens. Subsequently, Photios combines agricultural and 
military motifs to characterise this third group negatively: 

Οἱ δὲ ἐν οὐδεμιᾷ τῶν εἰρημένων ἐξεταζόμενοι πολιτογραφίᾳ, ἀλλὰ καὶ 
πίπτοντες μὲν ἀφειδῶς, ὀρθούμενοι δὲ οὐδαμῶς, οὗτοι δ᾽ ἂν εἶεν οἷς ὑπεί- 
ληπται καὶ συκῇ παρεικάζεσθαι ξηραινομένῃ καὶ ἀμπελῶνι τὸν φραγμὸν 
περιῃρημένῳ καὶ τοῖς παραπορευομένοις εἰς ἁρπαγὴν προκειμένῳ, ναὶ δὴ 
καὶ πρὸς ταῖς ῥίζαις τὴν ἀξίνην κεῖσθαι καὶ πυρὸς γενέσθαι τροφὴν ὥσπερ 
τὸ ἄχυρον καταδικασθῆναι τῷ ἐξωτερῷ σκότει, ἐν οἷς βρυγμὸς ὀδόντων...Ι66 
The men that we examine are in none of these citizenship classes, but have fallen 
cruelly and not been straightened. These ones may be among those whom it is 
acceptable to compare to a dried-up fig tree and a vineyard stripped of its enclo- 
sures, lying exposed to robbery by those travelling by; yes certainly the axe lies 


at the roots! and becomes food for the fire just like the chaff! was condemned 
even to the outer darkness, in which there will be gnashing of teeth... 


This heterodox group is therefore personified by agricultural metaphors 
(the dried-up fig tree and roots) and is subject to violent force (robbery and 
the axe).!70 However, there is a particularly threatening undertone to this 


163 Pyotios, Ep.285, ll. 424-458. 

164 Pyotios, Ep.285, ll. 434-436. 

165 PHoTIos, Ep.285, 1. 445. 

166 Ῥμοτιος, Ep.285, ΙΙ. 445-451. 

167 Matt. 3.10; Luke 3.9. 

168 Matt. 3.12; Luke. 3.17. 

162 Matt. 8.12; 22.13; 25.30. 

170 The imagery of the barren fig tree is biblical. See Mark 11.12-14; Luke 13.6-9. 
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characterisation, which has direct relevance to Zak‘aria. In a rare reference 
to Zak‘aria’s prior letter, Photios recounts his correspondent’s references to 
the spoliation of Armenia: 
πῶς δ᾽ οὐ λίαν ἀσύμβατα καὶ πολέμια, γῆν μὲν διψῶσαν ὑμᾶς αὐτοὺς περὶ 
ἑαυτῶν ἐλεεινολογεῖν, λιμνάζειν δὲ καὶ κυπρίζειν διὰ τῶν ἡμετέρων διδαγ- 
μάτων σεμνολογεῖν καὶ χλοάζειν πάλιν τοὺς ἀπεξηραμένους ὑμᾶς...Ι7] 
How through exceedingly irreconcilable and warlike things do you talk pitiably 
about the parched earth around yourselves, but it will bloom and be made 


overflowing through our instructions and you who have been dried out will be 
green and speak solemnly once again... 


In this passage Photios implies that the spoliation of Armenia can be 
cured by accepting Chalcedon. Photios reprises this motif shortly afterward, 
suggesting that Armenia's prior prosperity was a consequence of orthodox 
instruction and correct belief: 


Πῶς δὲ πάλιν τὴν Ἀρμενίαν πᾶσαν ἢ ἀρδεία τῶν ἡμετέρων λόγων κατήρ- 
δευσε καὶ ἐμύρισεν, ἐξέθρεψέ τε καὶ ἐπηύξησε καὶ εἰς παράδεισον πολυ- 
ανθῆ ἐπλατύνατο -- ταῦτα γὰρ ὑμῶν ὑμνολογεῖτο τῷ γράμματι —... 72 

How again the irrigation of our words watered and anointed all Armenia: it 


nourished it, enlarged it and broadened it into a paradise in full bloom — for 
hymns are sung about these things in your writing — ... 


The implication is therefore that Armenia's future fecundity is dependent 
on Zak'aria's acceptance of Chalcedonian doctrine, with dire consequences 
predicted otherwise. Although Photios portrays Zak'aria as being within the 
second ‘misled’ group throughout, these references to Armenia’s despolia- 
tion suggest that he could be placed in the more overtly heretical category. 
Photios has appropriated the agricultural language of Zak'aria's previous 
letter to imply that he is responsible for the current state of Armenia. The 
inclusion of military topoi gives these threats a menacing tone which is 
probably hyperbolic, but it is still evident that Photios’ line of argument is 
little short of an ultimatum; a fact which is also corroborated by his earlier 
quotation of Tit. 3.10. The terms of this ultimatum are unambiguous: 
Zak'aria is responsible and the acceptance of Chalcedon is required. 

It is thus apparent that Photios’ Letter to the Armenians has an intensely 
personal tone that is implicitly threatening toward its recipient, whom I have 
here identified as Zak'aria. In my view, the letter must date prior to the 
Council of Sirakawan, that is, as Dorfmann-Lazarev posited, rather than in 


171 Ῥηοτιος, Ep.285, ll. 111-114. 
172 Pyorios, Ep.285, ll. 127-129. 
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c. 875/878 as argued by Laourdas/Westerink and Greenwood.!”* There are 
several reasons why this is so: firstly, the Letter to the Armenians adopts a 
hostile tone towards its recipient that is difficult to reconcile with the Letter 
to ASot and its significant concessions to Armenian sensibilities. Secondly, 
Photios' understanding of the Armenian rejection of Chalcedon is much less 
nuanced in the Letter to the Armenians than in the Letter to Asot. Thirdly, 
the reference to a "second letter to Zak'aria" in Against the Heresy of the 
Theopaschites fits our Letter to the Armenians and suggests that it was 
written some time previously. The manuscript tradition in no way suggests 
that the letters should be dated nearly contemporaneously. Fourthly, Photios’ 
request that the kat“otikos act against heretics is most convincingly explained 
by an attempt to build bridges between the churches prior to the Council 
of Sirakawan. There are no references to this initiative in correspondence 
dating to Photios’ second patriarchate. All of these points suggest that this 
letter belongs to a different diplomatic context than the rest of our surviving 
correspondence. 

If this interpretation is correct, it seems that Byzantine authorities took 
the initiative in opening negotiations and that their ultimate aim was union 
of the churches. In the Letter to the Armenians, Photios’ approach appears 
intransigent, since he focuses on the Chalcedonian question to the exclusion 
of everything else. We should bear in mind that Photios' envoy, John of 
Nike, would have been tasked to make compromises at the council and, as 
a result, the Byzantine approach may have been more multifaceted than 
Photios’ letters suggest. Nevertheless, the fact that he wrote to Aÿot for 
the same ends during his second patriarchate implies that his approach was 
inflexible. ASot’s rebuffing of his overtures suggests that this was the case, as 
does Basil I’s willingness to defer his patriarch's authority. Yet, in a converse 
way, the reconstruction proposed here suggests that Photios' understanding of 
Armenian religious traditions was nuanced enough that he could frame his 
arguments in distinctly Armenian terms by the time of his second patriar- 
chate. Greenwood has argued that Photios did just this while defending the 
authenticity of the Letter to the Kat‘otikos Zak'aria and, although I disagree 
with him on the authenticity of this letter, I agree with his understanding of 
Photios’ ability to tailor his ideas for an Armenian audience.!”* Greenwood 
notes himself that John of Nike exploited anti-Sassanian sentiment in order to 
render his arguments more appealing to Armenian audiences.!? In a similar 


173 DORFMANN-LAZAREV, Arméniens et Byzantins, pp. 87-91; LAOURDAS — WESTERINK, Pho- 
tius: Epistulae et Amphilochia, ΠΠ, p. 97; GREENWOOD, Failure of a Mission? , p. 164. 

174 GREENWOOD, Failure of a Mission? , pp. 126-128; 134-142. 

175 GREENWOOD, Failure of a Mission? , pp. 148-149. 
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vein, Kolbaba has noted that Photios' understanding of the Filioque evolved 
by engaging with the arguments of his opponents.!’° These examples show 
that theologians at this time could genuinely engage with the arguments 
of their opponents, but, in my view, Photios’ Letter to A$ot does this to an 
unprecedented degree, in that the anti-Nestorian perspective that it adopts is 
almost Armenian in many places. Ironically, despite the sophistication of his 
approach, Photios’ overtures were ultimately unsuccessful. This was surely 
because although he was adaptable in his approach, he was inflexible in his 
focus upon the acceptance of Chalcedon. 

Two important conclusions follow from this. Firstly, Photios has often 
been accused of snobbery, such as in the case of his apparently patronising 
letter to Boris/Michael of Bulgaria, or his disparaging remarks on the Latin 
language when writing to the Bishop of Aquileia." As we have seen here, 
Photios' approach was often intransigent and combative, but he could be 
conciliatory when he wished. His most dismissive complaints may therefore 
have been employed for specific rhetorical purposes rather than arising from 
an immutable Byzanto-centric worldview. Secondly, it is probable that other 
participants in the negotiations between the churches came to as sophisti- 
cated an understanding of the opposing side's point of view.!” Although the 
meticulous admonitions of Photios and Sahak Miut show that theologians 
could focus on minute points of detail, there is also plenty of evidence of 
engagement between the two sides. Although we can discern relatively little 
of their policy, I would be inclined to interpret the actions of Basil I and 
Αξοί Bagratuni as creative and well-informed responses to circumstances. 
On the whole, these phases of negotiation suggest complex, yet sincere 


176 KOLBABA, Inventing Latin Heretics [see note 8], pp. 64-65; 112-115. 

177 For the letter to Boris, see PHOTIOS, Ep.1; L. SIMEONOVA, Diplomacy of the Letter and 
the Cross: Photios, Bulgaria and the Papacy: 860s-880s, Amsterdam, 1998, pp. 365-367. 
For Photios’ remarks on Latin, see PHOTIOS, Ep.291, 11. 75-80. On this passage and its context, 
see KOLBABA, /nventing Latin Heretics [see note 8], pp. 115; 153. 

178 On this, see also I. DORFMANN-LAZAREV, Kingship and Hospitality in the Iconography 
of the Palatine Church at Att'Amar, in Rivista di Storia e Letteratura Religiosa, 3 (2016), 
pp. 483-484. It is worth noting that none of the sources discussed here are preserved in both 
Armenian and Greek (aside from John of Nike's Concerning the Nativity of Christ, which was 
translated in to Armenian in the early thirteenth century). On this translation, see MAKSOUD- 
IAN, The Chalcedonian Issue, p. 336; GREENWOOD, Failure of a Mission?, p. 151, n. 114. 
In the process of pointing out the lack of overlap between the sources, Greenwood notes that 
some of the more conciliatory sources may have been excised from the relevant traditions. 
His suggestion that Photios’ letters to Armenia may not have been preserved within the 
patriarchal archives is interesting in view of the late incorporation of Ep. 284 and 285 into 
the Photian epistolary corpus, as noted above. The trajectory of later relations between the 
churches implies that polemical material was more likely to be preserved than conciliatory 
letters. This renders the preservation of several of the sources discussed here particularly 
valuable. See also GREENWOOD, Failure of a Mission? , pp. 151-152. 
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attempts to engender mutual understanding and reconciliation between 
Armenians and Byzantines in some, although admittedly not all, circum- 
stances. In spite of their interpretive differences, this comes across clearly 
in the works of Dorfmann-Lazarev and Greenwood. !7”? 

In any case, it seems evident that Photios' role in these negotiations was 
not as crucial as prior scholarship has suggested. According to the reconstruc- 
tion offered here, after ASot snubbed the approach of Photios’ remarkable 
Letter to A$ot by deferring his reply to Sahak Mrut, Basil I then marginal- 
ised Photios in favour of Niketas of Byzantium. Thus, Basil dispensed with 
Photios as soon as it suited his purposes. This should lead us to question 
whether Photios was the architect of this second approach at reconciliation. 
The interpretation offered here suggests that Basil had a firm grasp on for- 
eign policy in the area.'®° In a similar vein, we could doubt whether Photios 
was the architect of the initial attempt at union, particularly considering the 
complexity of the events and participants at Sirakawan.'8! Modern scholars, 
particularly Maksoudian and Dorfmann-Lazarev, have interpreted Siraka- 
wan as an attempt to establish a workable compromise on religious matters 
following the Byzantine advance eastward, but this aim is nowhere apparent 
in Photios’ letters.!*? 

If Photios' role was not as instrumental as is often assumed, this would 
vindicate the way that the council has been contextualised in recent scholar- 
ship. Perhaps because of the traditional focus on the Armenian sources, 
the primary narrative arising from the work of recent literature, including 
Dorfmann-Lazarev, Strano and Greenwood, is one of Armenian and Byzan- 
tine elites engaging with one another for their own ends, rather than a narrative 
which is subsumed within a broader context of diplomatic affairs, such as 
Photios' ongoing conflict with the papacy, or Byzantine missionary activity 
elsewhere.!% Insofar as Byzantine diplomatic activity in this period has 


179 See especially DORFMANN-LAZAREV, Arméniens et Byzantins, pp. 226-228; 241-246; 
DORFMANN-LAZAREV, The Armenian-Syrian-Byzantine Council, pp. 304-306; GREENWOOD, 
Failure of a Mission? , pp. 134-141; 148-150; 152-163. 

180 As noted above, earlier scholarship has emphasised Photios role, which is under- 
standable given his prominence in the textual record and his links to Armenia. See note 22. 

181 Note that there are no references to the imperial power whatsoever in the Letter to the 
Armenians, which perhaps suggests that Photios may have been operating without close imperial 
oversight at this time. 

182 DORFMANN-LAZAREV, The Armenian-Syrian-Byzantine Council, pp. 304-306; MAKSOUDIAN, 
The Chalcedonian Issue, pp. 338-339. 

153 Although Dorfmann-Lazarev mentions that the ongoing papal conflict informed Pho- 
tios’ actions while negotiating with Armenia, he does not see this as informing the Council 
of Sirakawan itself and does not overemphasise Photios' importance. He also notes many other 
contextual factors, as noted at p. 207 above. DORFMANN-LAZAREV, Arméniens et Byzantins, 
pp. 58-59; DoRFMANN-LAZAREV, The Armenian-Syrian-B yzantine Council, p. 295. Meanwhile, 
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proved a traditional locus of theological controversy (as in the case of the 
conflict with the Papacy), or has a bearing upon identities which still reso- 
nate in our time (as for instance, in the case of the Moravians and Bulgars), 
it is understandable that it has been studied in terms of these events and 
interests, rather than in a holistic sense. This is not the place to speculate on 
the topic of Byzantine diplomacy more broadly, but it is worthwhile to offer 
some observations which may have relevance to contemporary initiatives. 
All of these observations should be qualified with the proviso that my focus 
on Byzantine agency may distort the picture somewhat. 

Firstly, since Photios and Basil I did not achieve their desired ends, we 
should be wary of placing too much emphasis on the great personages of 
the day. So far as we can see, the compromises which were made during 
Photios' first patriarchate were decided by delegated officials on the ground, 
such as John of Nike. In this case, things might look different from the 
Armenian perspective, but even here it is hardly likely that Αξοί dominated 
manners in the way that Maksoudian suggests.'** Secondly, the assertiveness 
of Photios' language while corresponding with Zak'aria implies that external 
political contexts could inform correspondences significantly. This seems to 
be the most convincing way to account for Photios' change of tone when 
compared with his letters to Aÿot or Nicholas I. Thirdly, the sophistication 
with which many of our texts were composed suggests a degree of familiarity 
which implies that cross-cultural contact was relatively extensive. Even if 
high-level ecclesiastical correspondence had not occurred since the patriar- 
chate of Germanos, we must surely suppose that low-level or irregular cor- 
respondence was frequent.!5? Political, commercial and religious networks 
crossed the frontiers of Armenia and the empire and this must have kept the 
major geo-political actors informed of events in the region. Networks such 
as these could be co-opted by regional powers for their own purposes. 
Fourthly and finally, we have seen that Byzanto- Armenian correspondence 
in our era was conditioned by a long history of theological differences of 
which both sides were intimately aware, even if they had very different 
perspectives. Diplomatic relations therefore fitted within established frames 
of reference. This is also true in the case of relations with Rome, albeit to a 
lesser degree. This cannot be true of relations with the Moravians and Bulgars 
and it would be interesting to see how this difference effected these rela- 
tions. For instance, the apparently condescending tone of Photios’ letter to 


Greenwood primarily contextualises the council in terms of previous contact between the 
churches, as well as contemporary intercourse between the empire and Armenia. GREENWOOD, 
Failure of a Mission? , pp. 128-132. 

184 MAKSOUDIAN, The Chalcedonian Issue, pp. 338-340. 

185 GREENWOOD, Failure of a Mission?, p. 128. 
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Boris/Michael could be explained by the lack of a pre-existing diplomatic 
framework.'®° Substantiating such an interpretation would require more 
extensive scrutiny, but a comparative study of the diplomatic initiatives of 
this period would surely prove highly illuminating. 


6. CONCLUSION 


In summary, I have argued that the Letter to the Armenians should be 
identified as Photios’ second letter to Zak‘aria due to the letter's manuscript 
tradition and references to the letter within Against the Heresy of the Theo- 
paschites. The letter's epistolary strategy and the relative standing of its 
principal actors are most convincingly contextualised by a date prior to the 
862 Council of Sirakawan. References within the letter suggest that it took 
a similar form to Photios' previous letter to Zak'aria, which is not extant. 
As a result of Photios’ request in this first letter, the Armenian authorities 
took action in suppressing heretics. This initiative was possibly a collabora- 
tive action against a common enemy. From Photios' perspective, the council 
was not entirely successful, since the attempt to unify the churches failed. 
Nevertheless, the contact between the two churches subsequently deepened 
and the Chalcedonian cause was furthered in Armenia, as is shown by the 
reference to the Taronites in Against the Heresy of the Theopaschites. These 
successes explain Photios' reference to the Letter to the Armenians in this 
letter, which was written over a decade and a half later. The fact that Photios 
conceives of these letters as a logical pair suggests that these were probably 
the only significant didactic letters that he sent to Armenia, thereby suggesting 
that his initiatives were limited to the two documented phases of contact in 
the late 850s/early 860s and late 870s. 

Even before Sirakawan, Photios was reasonably well-informed on Armenian 
religiosity, but by the time of his second patriarchate he was able to conceive 
and formulate his arguments in distinctly Armenian terms. It is quite possible 
that Photios was not the only person to do so. This suggests a considerable 
amount of engagement across the confessional divide in the preceding years. 
Yet Photios' role in driving forward these negotiations must be drawn into 
question. His focus on the issue of church union was not shared by all those 
involved in these negotiations. Moreover, Basil I was willing to circum- 
scribe Photios' authority when it suited him to do so. During both phases of 
intercourse studied here, we have seen many different figures at work, many 


186 Note that the authenticity of this letter has sometimes been questioned, notably by SPECK, 
Die griechischen Quellen [see note 120], pp. 352-353. 
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of whom used creative textual strategies and circumvented the usual chan- 
nels of communication when they thought it appropriate. This phase of 
Armeno-Byzantine rapprochement cannot be reduced to a unitary narrative 
dominated by a single figure. Evidently, the negotiations of this period are 
more complex than prior scholarship — and undoubtedly also this study — can 
hope to reconstruct. 
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RÉSUMÉ 


Plusieurs études sur la correspondance qu'entretenait Photius avec l'Église 
arménienne prétent à supposer que sont contemporaines les deux sources grecques 
disponibles, la Lettre aux Arméniens et le traité Contre l’heresie des théopaschites. 
Établie sur la base de sa relation avec plusieurs autres ouvrages écrits en grec et en 
arménien, la datation du traité au second patriarcat de Photius (ca. 878-879) est 
convaincante. Ce texte suggére une action réfléchie de la part des Byzantins qui 
auraient utilisé leur connaissance subtile de la théologie arménienne pour unifier les 
deux Églises. En revanche, la Lettre aux Arméniens trahit une connaissance moins 
profonde de la religiosité arménienne et une certaine répugnance au compromis qui 
doit s'expliquer par un contexte politique différent. Une analyse de la lettre et une étude 
de la tradition manuscrite montrent qu'en réalité elle n'est autre que la “deuxiéme lettre 
à Zak'aria" mentionnée dans le Contre l’hérésie des théopaschites. Par conséquent, 
on doit en situer la rédaction au cours du premier patriarcat de Photius (ca. 861- 
862), juste avant le concile de Sirakawan. On croit pouvoir ainsi montrer que ces 
initatives ont mené à une compréhension plus sérieuse et à des relations meilleures 
entre Byzantins et Arméniens et que, si Photius est souvent considéré comme le fer 
de lance de cette stratégie politique, il n'en a pas nécessairement été l’instigateur. 


A NINTH-CENTURY FRAGMENT OF BASIL OF CAESAREA’S 
DE SPIRITU SANCTO AND A LOST MAJUSCULE CODEX 


A hitherto unknown fragment of Basil of Caesarea's De Spiritu sancto 
(CPG 2839) forms part of the small collection of Greek manuscripts at 
the University of Notre Dame (Indiana, USA). The fragment, (Notre Dame, 
Univ. of Notre Dame, Hesburgh Library, Frag. I. 63) dates to the second 
half of the ninth century and is an entirely new witness to the text. This 
article provides an analytical description, transcription, and analysis of the 
fragment (hereafter Frag. I. 63), which is the earliest extant manuscript of 
Basil's De Spiritu sancto. 


1. Description of the Fragment! 


SHELFMARK: Notre Dame, University of Notre Dame, Hesburgh Library, 
Frag. I. 63. 
ORIGIN: s. ix?, Eastern Mediterranean (Constantinople?). 


CONTENT OVERVIEW: Basil of Caesarea, De Spiritu sancto (CPG 2839) 
[binding fragments]. 


GENERAL INFORMATION: In Greek, on parchment, 2 pieces; generally 134 x 
210 mm (piece 1), 129 x 210 mm (piece 2); see LAYOUT for ruling. 


LAYOUT: Written in two columns (W = 60 mm, each; I = 29 mm); ruled 
using hard-point technique with furrows on the verso (hair side); recto (flesh 
side) presents fully as hard-point with visible ridges; prickings visible in the 
outer margin of Frag. I. 63.2, recto; pattern likely LEROY-SAUTEL 00C2; the 
number of lines remaining varies between 14-16 per column depending on 
disposition of fragment; no quire marks are visible. 


* The following library abbreviations are used: BnF (Bibliothéque nationale de France), 
BAV (Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana), BML (Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana), Bodl. (Bodleian 
Library), GIM (Gosudarstvennyj Istoriéeskij Muzej), ÖNB (Österreichische Nationalbibliothek). 
All manuscript shelfmarks are given fully in the Appendix 2. This article has to be read in 
close combination with another paper published in this same volume of our journal: M. CASSIN, 
Fragments d'un manuscrit de Basile en majuscule. 

! The description follows the schematic for analytical manuscript description in D. T. GURA, 
A Descriptive Catalogue of the Medieval and Renaissance Manuscripts of the University of 
Notre Dame and Saint Mary's College, Notre Dame (IN), 2016, pp. 43-51. 
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SCRIPT: The text is written by a single hand in maiuscola ogivale inclinata 
(tilted Ogival); angle of writing 108.2? (ten measurements). Abbreviations 
include only nomina sacra without accents, the suspension of final nu at line 
end with 7, two instances of κ for καὶ, and one occurrence of y within a 
word at line end (i.e., δικαί-). Angular breathings over vowels are used 
exclusively; rho at word end is the only graph to receive a rounded breathing. 
Accents are used always (with the exception of nomina sacra) and are never 
joined to breathings or letters. Diaeresis occurs over upsilon in initial posi- 
tion always, but not within the stem of a compound word. 


DECORATION: One hollow-bar initial epsilon (Frag. I. 63.1, recto, col. a) in 
brown ink approximately 5 lines in height; hanging; stylized with geometric 
flourishes containing the chapter number (KA). Five plain initials in brown 
ink approximately 2 lines in height mark lesser divisions; hanging (Frag. I. 
63.1, recto, col. b; verso, col. a; Frag. I. 63.2, recto, col. a; verso, cols. a-b). 
Two line fillers used as division bars in brown ink with geometric and 
vegetal motifs on Frag. I. 63.1, recto, col. a. 


CONTENTS: Basil of Caesarea, De Spiritu sancto (CPG 2839) [fragmentary]. 
1.1. [Frag. I. 63.1, recto, col. a] inc.: -uev ἢ τῷ κατὰ τὴ(ν) ἡμετέραν 
δύναμι(ν)...; expl.: ...τιμῇ ἐστεφάνωται ὃ κοινὸς αν(θρωπ)ος καὶ τιμὴ 
καὶ εἰρή- [AmphSp. 23,54,26 — 24,55,2 = PG 32,169B-169C]. 

1.2. [Frag. I. 63.1, , recto, col. b] inc.: κἁτὰ δὲ τὸν ἀπόστολον καὶ ἢ διὰ...; 
expl.: ...τοῦ δοξάζεσθαι καὶ μεγάλη μὲν ἢ τοῦ δικ(αί)- [AmphSp. 24,55,8- 
14 2 PG 32,169C]. 

1.3. [Frag. I. 63.1, verso, col. a] inc.: τὸ nv(evu)a τῆς ὀφειλομένης 
δόξης...; expl.: ...ἀπὸ στερεῖν [sic] τὸ πανταχοῦ σὺν ἄναλη- [sic] 
[AmphSp. 24,55,18-24 = PG 32,1724]. 

1.4. [Frag. I. 63.1, verso, col. b] inc.: ψιλὸν ἐν ταὶς ὑπεῤ χ(ριστο)υ ἆπο- 
λογίαις δυνατὸν...; expl.: ...εἴτις μέτοχος πν(ευµατο)ς Ἴαγιου συνθησε] 


1.5. [Frag. I. 63.2, recto, col. a] inc.: [............ ] αυτην: οὕτως ἢ χάρις 
τοῦ πν(ευµατο)ς ἐν TO ὑποδεξαμένω...; expl.: ...τεχνίτη ἐστὶν. ἐν ἐργεία 
[sic] δὲ τότε: ὅτ ἂν [sic] [AmphSp. 26,61,17-21 = PG 32.180C]. 

1.6. [Frag. I. 63.2, recto, col. b] inc.: [.....]ov ευκ[ολως] ἣν ἐδέξαντο 
χά[ριν]...; expl.: ...καὶ ὥς λόγος δὲ ἐν ψυχῆ ποτὲ μὲν óc [AmphSp. 
26,61,26-32 = PG 32,180D-181A]. 

1.7. [Frag. I. 63.2, verso, col. a] inc.: [αλ]λα τὸ nv(evu)a του [πατ]ρ[ος] 
τὸ λαλοῦν ἐν ὑμῖ(ν)...; expl.: ...6 δφθαλμὸς TH χειρὶ χρείαν σου οὐκ 
έχω: [AmphSp. 26,61,36-42 = PG 32,181A-181B]. 
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1.8. [Frag. I. 63.2, verso, col. b] inc.: µελη [το α]ρ[το μερι]μενώσιν ὑπεῤ 
ἀλλήλων κατὰ τὴν π(νευματ)ικὴν; expl.: ...μέρη δὲ Ev ὅλω oi καθένα 
[sic] ἐσμὲν ἐν 10 [AmphSp. 26,61,48-52 = PG 32,181B]. 


EDITIONS:? PRUCHE 2002;? JOHNSTON 1892;^ PG 32,67A-218C. 


OWNERS & PROVENANCE: Acquired by the University of Notre Dame from 
A. Baidun (Jerusalem) in October 2017; formerly in a private Belgian col- 
lection. 


SALES & CATALOGUES: The Romantic Agony (Brussels), Auction 52, 
22-23 November 2013, lot 839. 


2. Analysis of the Fragment 


When examined together, the paleographical, decorative, and codico- 
logical features of the fragment provide the greatest evidence to establish a 
date and possible location of origin. This data must be compared to other 
specimens, particularly dated and datable manuscripts, to contextualize the 
fragment more securely. After chronological and geographical limits are in 
place, the text itself can be collated and situated within the larger corpus of 
manuscripts transmitting De Spiritu sancto (hereafter AmphSp.). 


2.1. Current Disposition of the Material 


Frag. I. 63 was formerly used in a book binding likely as flyleaves, and 
now survives in two pieces (Frag. I. 63.1 and Frag. I. 63.2). The disposition 
of the parchment, technique of ruling, and script vary by each piece as a 
result of this later appropriation by the binder. The brown ink is virtually 
undisturbed on Frag. I. 63.1, recto and Frag. I. 63.2, verso, but the parch- 
ment is soiled and some rust spots are present. However, the ink on the respec- 
tive verso and recto sides is remarkably legible from its encaustic composition 
despite fading and overall wear. Ultraviolet light increases the legibility of 
these sections, though it is non-essential for reading. Frag. I. 63.2 has also 
sustained a significant tear in the outer margin resulting in the loss of text 


? P, J. FEDWICK, Bibliotheca Basiliana universalis: a study of the manuscript tradition 
of the works of Basil of Caesarea, 5 vols (Corpus Christianorum), Turnhout, 1993-2004, = 
CCBBU; III, pp. 639-641 lists all editions beginning with Erasmus 1532 including translations. 

3 B. PRUCHE, Basile de Césarée. Sur le Saint-Esprit (SC, 17 bis), Paris, 1968? (= 2002); 
Fepwick, CCBBU [see n. 2], II, pp. 637-638 critiques Pruche's text. 

* C. F. H. JOHNSTON, The book of saint Basil the Great, Bishop of Caesarea in Cappadocia, 
on the Holy Spirit: A revised Text with notes and introduction, Oxford, 1892. Johnston's text 
still provides the only usable apparatus criticus. 
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at the ends of lines 7-8 in col. b. Red dye stains the outer margins, the upper 
margin of Frag. I. 63.1, and the lower edges of Frag. I. 63.2, which cor- 
responded to the top, bottom, and fore edges of the former bound book. 
The recto of Frag. I. 63.2 also contains later annotations of the thirteenth or 
fourteenth century in black ink, which record some sort of monetary trans- 
action: ἐκαθήσαμεν μὲ τὸν Συριάνον εἰς τὰς ζ΄ τοῦ iovAtov μηνὸς καὶ 
εἰσάσθημεν [sic] καὶ ἐπαρέλαβα (ὑπέρπυρα) ς΄. 


2.2. Paleography 


The script is the fragment's most useful feature for establishing a date 
and, perhaps, a general location of origin. Frag. I. 63 is a representative 
example of maiuscola ogivale inclinata, also known as tilted Ogival.* 
Cavallo distinguished three types of the script particularly during the 
eighth through tenth century which correspond to three main geographical 
areas: Western or Italo-Greek, Sinaitic-Palestinian, and Constantinopolitan.’ 
Frag. I. 63 exhibits the distinctive features of the script generally in the 
marked contrast between the shorter sides of epsilon, theta, omicron, and 
sigma compared to the larger forms, either rectangular or square-like, with 
long sides of delta, eta, kappa, mu, nu, pi, upsilon, phi, psi, and omega. 


5 I am grateful to Christos Simelidis of Aristotle University of Thessaloniki for his help 
with this transcription and suggestion of ὑπέρπυρα over νομίσματα for the monetary unit. 

The seminal studies of the types of maiuscola ogivale (inclinata and diritta) remain 
G. CAVALLO, Fenomenolgia ‘libraria’ della maiuscola greca: stile, canone, mimesi grafica, 
in Bulletin of the Institute of Classical Studies of the University of London, 19 (1972), pp. 131- 
140; IDEM, Funzione e strutture della maiuscola greca tra i secoli VIII-XI, in La paléographie 
grecque et byzantine, Paris 21-25 octobre 1974 (Colloques internationaux du Centre National 
de la Recherche Scientifique, 559), Paris, 1977, pp. 95-137, esp. pp. 98-106; IDEM and 
H. MAEHLER, Greek Bookhands of the Early Byzantine Period A.D. 300-800 (Bulletin Supple- 
ment, 47), London, 1987; for maiuscola ogivale diritta, E. Crisct, La maiuscola ogivale 
diritta. Origini, tipologie, dislocazioni, in Scrittura e civiltà, 9 (1985), pp. 103-145. The most 
recent and accessible treatment of maiuscola ogivale inclinata is P. ORSINI, La maiuscola 
ogivale inclinata. Contributo preliminare, in Scripta, 9 (2016), pp. 89-116; see pp. 89-93 
for the history and study of the script with the bibliography, pp. 93-96 for characteristics of 
the script, and pp. 96-112 for dated and datable manuscripts with plates. See also P. ISÉPY, 
Fragmente aus dem ‘Pandektes’ des Antiochos Monachos in der Palimpsesthandschrift Col- 
legio Greco 2, in BZ, 108 (2015), pp. 115-128; pp. 120-121 provide a recent paleographical 
analysis of a palimpsested specimen of maiuscola ogivale inclinata from the 9th and 10th c.; 
also P. ORSINI, Nuovi frammenti del codice Vat. Ottob. gr. 424, in Codices manuscripti & 
impressi: Zeitschrift für Buchgeschichte, 95/96 (2014), pp. 1-14. 

7 CAVALLO, Funzione [see n. 6], pp. 98-106; ORSINI, La maiuscola ogivale inclinata [see 
n. 6], pp. 92-93, 95-96. See M. D'AGOSTINO, Furono prodotti manoscritti Greci a Roma tra 
i secoli VIII e IX? Una verifica codicologia e paleografica, in Scripta, 6 (2013), pp. 41-56; 
and D. HARLFINGER, Beispiele der Maiuscola ogivalis inclinata vom Sinai und aus Damaskus, 
in M. D'AGOSTINO - P. DEGNI (eds), Alethes philia. Studi in onore di Giancarlo Prato, 2 vols 
(Series Collectanea, 23), Spoleto, 2010, IL, pp. 461-477. 
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In addition to the contrasts in size, curves of several letter forms begin to 
break and increase in angularity (1.6., omicron, theta), the entire script tilts 
to the right to various degrees, and rho and upsilon descend far below the 
line while phi and psi both ascend and descend resulting in a four-line system, 
rather than the bilinear system normally associated with majuscules. Within 
the continuum of the script, the letter forms and execution of Frag. I. 63 are 
most characteristic of the ninth-century variety, particularly within a group 
of manuscripts likely originating from Constantinople. Datable manuscripts 
in this group are:® 


Paris, BnF, gr. 437, (c. 826, Constantinople? ).? 
Paris, BnF, gr. 923, (c. 850-900, Constantinople).!° 
Paris, BnF, gr. 510, (c. 879-882, Constantinople?).!! 


Additional manuscripts, which are more broadly situated within the ninth 
century, may provide further examples of the features present in the datable 
group: ? 


Vaticano, BAV, Vat. gr. 2144, (s. ix", Constantinople or Southern Italy).'? 
Vaticano, BAV, Vat. gr. 428, (s. ix, Constantinople).'* 
Vaticano, BAV, Vat. gr. 699, (s. ix, Constantinople or Southern Italy).? 


$ ORSINI, La maiuscola ogivale inclinata [see n. 6], pp. 105-108 provides the best descrip- 
tion of the group with plates. 

? Gallica, permalink: gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btv1b6000953x; H. OMONT, Inventaire 
sommaire des manuscrits grecs de la Bibliothéque nationale et des autres bibliothéques de 
Paris et des Départements, Paris, 1886-1898, pp. 47-48, n? 437; D. F. JACKSON, Greek Man- 
uscripts of the de Mesmes Family, in Scriptorium, 63 (2009), p. 94; ORSINI, La maiuscola 
ogivale inclinata [see n. 6], p. 106, Tav. 10. 

10 Gallica, permalink: gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btv1b525013124; OMONT, Inventaire som- 
maire [see n. 9], p. 177, n° 932; ORSINI, La maiuscola ogivale inclinata [see n. 6], p. 106, 
Tav. 11. Various locations of origin have been suggested: Rome, Italy, Palestine, and Constan- 
tinople; D’AGOSTINO, Furono prodotti manoscritti [see n. 7], pp. 43-44. The manuscript is linked 
to the monastery of Chora c. 867-886 in J. DECLERCK, Le Parisinus gr. 923: Un manuscrit 
destiné à l'empereur Basile I“ (867-886), in Byz, 87 (2017), pp. 181-206. 

!! Gallica, permalink: gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btv 1684522082; OMONT, Inventaire som- 
maire [see n. 9], p. 65-66, n? 510; ORSINI, La maiuscola ogivale inclinata [see n. 6], p. 107, 
Tav. 12; R. BARBOUR, Greek Literary Hands, A.D. 400-1600, Oxford, 1981, p. 2, pl. 5 (dated 
879-883). 

12 ORSINI, La maiuscola ogivale inclinata [see n. 6], pp. 115-116. 

13 C. Gazzinı, Un canone di Guiseppe l'Innografo per s. Apollonio di Sardi dal Barb. gr. 469, 
in Νέα Ῥώμη. 11 (2014), pp. 35 n. 95, 44. 

14 DigiVatLib: digi.vatlib.it/view/MSS_Vat.gr.428; R. DEVREESSE, Codices Vaticani 
Graeci. t. II. Codices 330-603, Vatican City, 1937, pp. 148-149; G. CARDINALI, Inventari de 
manoscritti greci della Biblioteca Vaticana sotto il pontificato di Giulio II (1503-1513) (ST, 
491), Vatican City, 2015, pp. 248, 308. 

15 DigiVatLib: digi.vatlib.it/mss/detail/Vat.gr.699; R. DEVREESSE, Codices Vaticani Graeci. 
t. III. Codices 604-866, Vatican City, 1950, pp. 176-177; CAVALLO, Funzione [see n. 6], 
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Of the datable manuscripts, Frag. I. 63 most closely resembles Paris, BnF, 
gr. 510 in letter forms followed by Paris, BnF, gr. 923. There is little varia- 
tion between forms when compared to Paris, BnF, gr. 510, which has often 
been considered the most illustrative example of the script.!6 However, the 
form of ksi in Frag. I. 63 is traced in two strokes resembling a zeta with a 
long vertical bar with terminals pointing downward, and a tail descends 
below the line on the bottom portion. The same form is also seen in Paris, 
BnF, gr. 923, but it differs greatly from the ksi in Paris, BnF, gr. 510 in 
which the horizontal bar is extremely short and curves upward at both ends. 
Similarly, Vaticano, BAV, Vat. gr. 428 displays nearly identical forms to 
those of Frag. I. 63 and the two Parisian examples. However, Vaticano, BAV, 
Vat. gr. 699 is markedly different particularly in the zig-zag ksi traced in a 
single stroke, the lack of descending points on the base of delta, and its 
treatment of the ascender of phi. Overall, the letter forms in Frag. I. 63 lack 
the more primitive quality seen in Paris, BnF, gr. 437 and are devoid of 
spontaneity. 

The angle of writing in Frag. I. 63 averages to 108.9? (ten measurements). 
This corresponds almost exactly to Cavallo's median of 108? for the Constan- 
tinopolitan type of the script. However, using Vaticano, BAV, Vat. gr. 2144, 
Vat. gr. 428, and Vat. gr. 699, Orsini has shown that the angle of writing is 
an unreliable criterion for geographical localization, and is subject to 
extreme variation.! Orsini's results hold true for Frag. I. 63 which presents 
a 108? angle from ten random measurements, but gives conflicting results 
through other sampling. For example, sampling the same right-slanting 
letters (beta, gamma, eta, iota, kappa, mu, nu, pi, tau, phi, and psi) with one 
measurement each produces angles ranging from 103° to 109°, which aver- 
age to 1065. Among Orsini's sample, this would place Frag. I. 63 closer to 
Vaticano, BAV, Vat. gr. 2144 for the average incline (105.3?). In this way, 
the similarity of letter forms and level of execution, rather than the angle of 


tav. 15; ORSINI, La maiuscola ogivale inclinata [see n. 6], p. 115; L. BEVILACQUA, Basilio 
parakoimomenos e i manoscritti miniati: impronte di colore nell'Ambrosiano B 119 sup., in 
A. Rıco (ed), Vie per Bisanzio. VIII Congresso Nazionale dell'Associazione Italiana di Studi 
Bizantini. Venezia, 25-28 novembre 2009 (Due punti, 25), Bari, 2013, p. 1023; A. DZUROVA, 
La décoration des manuscrits grecs et slaves (IX*-XI* siécles), in Scripta, 1 (2008), pp. 45, 
50; EADEM, Le rayonnement de Byzance. Les manuscrits grecs enluminés des Balkans 
(VI*-XVIII* siècles), Catalogue d'exposition (XXIIe Congrés International d "Études Byzantines, 
Sofia, 22-27 août 2011), Sofia, 2011, p. 90; J. LOWDEN, Illustrated Octateuch Manuscripts. 
A Byzantine Phenomenon, in P. MAGDALINO (ed), The Old Testament in Byzantium, Washington, 
DC, 2010, p. 139. 

16 BARBOUR, Greek Literary Hands [see n. 11], p. 2. 

17 Orsini, La maiuscola ogivale inclinata [see n. 6], pp. 112-116, esp. pp. 115 tav. 4, 116 
tavv. 5-6. 
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Figure 1. 


writing, between Frag. I. 63 and Paris, BnF, gr. 510, BnF, gr. 923, and Vaticano, 
BAV, Vat. gr. 428 allow a more reliable, but broad, window of c. 850-900 
for a paleographical date. 

There is a basic system of hierarchy in place, which includes both script 
and decoration. This can be seen on Frag. I. 63.1, recto, col. a where 
AmpSp.23 concludes and AmpSp.24 begins (fig. 1). The chapter heading 
(lines 6-10) is copied in majuscules about half of the size of the rest of the 
text. This accommodates an indent of one normal-sized majuscule letter and 
14-17 smaller majuscules per line. These smaller majuscules are not written 
at an angle at all as the maiuscola ogivale inclinata of the main text, but are 
copied in maiuscola ogivale diritta.'* The shift between the two types even 
affects some letter forms: for example, the omega takes the a ponte form in 


18 See Cnisci, La maiuscola ogivale diritta [see n. 6], pp. 103-145. 
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Frag. I. 63.1, recto, col. a line 7 (t@v).'? The use of a smaller script for 
chapter rubrics is attested in numerous ninth-century majuscule manuscripts, 
and does not seem indicative of a particular region. A sample of specimens 
copied in maiuscola ogivale inclinata reveals that the majuscules used for 
the chapter headings also lose their angle and appear as maiuscola ogivale 
diritta, which is not exclusive to the Constantinopolitan type. For example, 
Paris, BnF, gr. 437, (c. 826, Constantinople) and Sma’, Μονή της Αγίας 
Αικατερίνης, gr. 210, + Sina’, Μονή της Αγίας Αικατερίνης, NE MT 
12, + Sankt-Peterburg, Rossijskaä Akademiä Nauk, Biblioteka, RAIK 194 
(Granstrem 56),?! + Sina’, Μονή της Αγίας Αικατερίνης, Harris App. 16 
et 22, (861/862, Sinai) both exhibit this feature.” Likewise, a smaller size 
of script and shift in the angle of writing are also seen in Vaticano, BAV, 
Vat. gr. 2625 (c. 830), and Paris, BnF, Coislin 20, ff. 1r-2v, + Paris, BnF, 
suppl. gr. 1155, ff. 41r-44v (ο. 830).”* There are, however, manuscripts of 
the period which do not display such shifts. For example, Vaticano, BAV, 
Vat. gr. 699, (s. ix, Constantinople?) exhibits the same uprightness in its 
rubricated chapter headings (e.g., ff. 2r, 38v), but the size of the script is 
uniform with the main text. Of these examples, it is of interest that Paris, 
BnF, Cois. 20 + suppl. gr. 1115, BnF, gr. 437, and Vaticano, BAV, Vat. gr. 2625 
have been associated with the scriptorium of Stoudios or related centers, 
albeit by conjecture. However, this is not evidence enough to attribute 
Stoudite production to the fragment, but rather shows that the two types of 
maiuscola ogivale were in use concurrently within hierarchy in majuscule 
manuscripts as early as 826 in Constantinople and at the latest by 861/862 
in Sinai, but not exclusively. 


19 Ibidem, p. 107. 

20 Library of Congress: www.loc.gov/item/00271078791-ms 

?! ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/manuscript-workspace/?docid=40844 

2 For all the fragments see E. VELKOVSKA, Le sottoscrizioni e le note dell'evangelario agio- 
polita Sinai gr. 210 e Sinai gr., NE MT 12, in Studi sull’Oriente Cristiano, 20 (2016), pp. 189- 
206. 

3 DigiVatLib: digi.vatlib.it/view/MSS_Vat.gr.2625; S. LILLA, I manoscritti vaticani greci. 
Lineamenti di una storia del fondo (ST, 415), Vatican City, 2004, p. 123. 

24 Gallica, permalink: ark:/12148/btv1b11000130h and permalink: ark:/12148/btv1 
b8594609t; also C. Astruc — M.-L. Concasty, Catalogue des manuscrits grecs. Troisième 
partie, Le supplément grec. Tome III, n° 901-1371, Paris, 1960, pp. 316-317, n? xvn, and 
R. DEVREESSE Catalogue des manuscrits grecs. II, le fonds Coislin, Paris, 1945, pp. 16-17; 
and more recently, CRISCI, La maiuscola ogivale diritta [see n. 6], pp. 124, 130, 136, 140- 
143. 

25 B. L. Εονκιξ, Scriptoria bizantini. Risultati e prospettive della ricerca, in RSBN, n.s. 
17-19 (1980-1982), pp. 73-118, tavv. 1-27, see p. 84; L. PERRIA, Scrittura e ornamentazione 
nei manoscritti di origine studita, in BBGG, n.s. 47 (1993), pp. 245-260, esp. pp. 247-248; 
N. F. Kavrus, “Studijsij Skriptorij v IX v" in VV, 44 (1983), pp. 98-111, see p. 99 for man- 
uscripts (including those used by FONKIC), and synoptical table on p. 109. 
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2.3. Decoration 


The surviving decoration in Frag. I. 63 is sparse, extremely minimalistic, 
and representative of a fairly restricted decorative program: it is confined to 
six initials, one cross, and two line fillers. All decoration is monochromatic 
and written in the same brown ink as the text. A stylized virgula on line 4 
(:-) follows the final word of the chapter and the remaining space of the 
line is blank (approximate space for 7-8 letters). The first line filler on line 5 
uses purely geometric motifs for the entirety of the line, and a simple cross 
marks the chapter heading for 24. The second line filler on line 11 uses 
three vegetal motifs of three-leafed acanthus separated by two geometric 
triangular points. The highest level of decoration remaining is an epsilon 
(approximately 5 lines in height) which is stylized minimally with geometric 
flourishes (fig. 1). The numeral KA appears within the flourishes to mark 
chapter 24. This initial resembles the hollow-bar type without any geometric 
patterns inside, except two lines. The base of the epsilon exhibits the top of 
what may have been a foliate terminal, but this is now lost. The remaining 
five initials are solidly traced in brown ink (2 lines in height) with no styl- 
ization. All can be considered “scribal” in execution and it is very likely 
that the entire codex used ink decoration exclusively. 

Three systems of decoration for ninth-century Greek manuscripts were 
introduced by L. Brubaker based upon the few dated examples.”° The crite- 
ria differentiating the groups become problematic when applying them to a 
new specimen, especially in the lack of objectivity to distinguish between 
“very simple" (group 1), "slightly more elaborate" (group 2), and “far more 
elaborate” (group 3).?” Even within Brubaker’s “decorated group” (group 
3) four of the seven manuscripts use ink decoration exclusively.?® For exam- 
ple, Frag. I. 63 shares common features with groups 1 and 2 (both Stoudite), 
namely a decorative program restricted to simple division bars and enlarged 
initials in the same ink as the text.” Yet, the hollow-bar epsilon with basic 
ornamentation including a possible foliate terminal, and the presence of 
leaves in the line fillers place it closer to group 2 and even group 3. Addi- 
tionally, the majority of evidence in the studies of Brubaker, Fonkië, Perria, 
and Kavrus is collected from manuscripts copied in minuscule. In fact, the 
only three examples of majuscule manuscripts with Stoudite associations, 


36 L, BRUBAKER, Greek Manuscript Decoration in the Ninth and Tenth Centuries: Rethinking 
Centre and Periphery, in G. PRATO (ed), / manoscritti greci tra riflessione e dibattito: Atti del 
V Colloquio Internazionale de Paleografia Greca, Cremona, 4-10 ottobre 1998 (Papyrologica 
Florentina, 31), Florence, 2000, pp. 514-533. 

27 Ibidem, pp. 514-516. 

2 Ibidem, pp. 516-523. 

2 Ibidem, pp. 514-516. 
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albeit by conjecture,* are those mentioned above in the paleographical dis- 
cussion: Paris, BnF, gr. 437 (c. 827), Vaticano, BAV, Vat. gr. 2625 (c. 830), 
Paris, BnF, Cois. 20 BnF, suppl. gr. 1115 (c. 830). Like these, Frag. I. 63 
exhibits the basic “scribal” initials copied in the same brown ink as the text, 
small geometric section breaks and line fillers, and a small cross to mark 
the chapter heading. However, in stark contrast, Frag. I. 63 lacks red ink 
altogether, which is among its most conspicuous traits. Furthermore, the use 
of the hollow-bar type initial in Frag. I. 63 to begin the chapter does show 
that a hierarchy of initials is in place despite its seemingly minimalistic 
decorative program, but the hollow-bar epsilon does lack internal floral, 
zoomorphic, or anthropomorphic motifs (Brubaker's “aggregate or hybrid 
letters”).”! The Stoudite majuscule codices do not possess a defined hierar- 
chy as in Frag. I. 63, which makes a stronger case for a date later than 830 
with 850 as a probable terminus post quem. It has also been suggested that 
painted initials do not occur in manuscripts produced in Byzantium until the 
860s and did not develop fully until the 880s.? Among the minuscule exam- 
ples, Meteora, Μονή Μεταμορφώσεως, 591 (862/3, Bithynia) is considered 
the first ninth-century manuscript with a coherent, developed decorative 
program, however, this is an exception rather than the norm.** The evidence 
places the sparse decorative program of Frag. I. 63 firmly in the ninth 
century, perhaps closely following the second period of iconoclasm. 

In terms of origin, the decoration does not overwhelmingly favor a 
specific location. Both Brubaker and Hutter have shown that there are great 
difficulties in attributing a manuscript to a center in Constantinople based on 
decoration as opposed to one in its “periphery” (e.g., Bithynia).** Frag. I. 63 
exhibits similarities with manuscripts attributed to Constantinople, and thus 
with its periphery. This rules out Rome, and essentially Palestine, but only 
when combined with the paleographical evidence. 


30 PERRIA, Scrittura e ornamentazione [see n. 25], p. 248. 

5! BRUBAKER, Greek Manuscript Decoration [see n. 26], pp. 527. 

32 L, BRUBAKER — J. HALDON, Byzantium in the Iconoclast Era (ca. 680-850): The Sources 
(Birmingham Byzantine and Ottoman Monographs, 7), Aldershot — Burlington, 2001, pp. 42-43. 

33 PERRIA, Scrittura e ornamentazione [see n. 25], p. 247, cf. BRUBAKER, Greek Manuscript 
Decoration [see n. 26], pp. 529-531; the thorough study of the manuscript remains N. BEES, 
Un manuscrit de Météores de l'an 861/2 (avec une étude sur les manuscrits grecs dates du 
IX* siécle, in REB, 26 (1913), pp. 53-74; a more recent codicological description is G. R. PAR- 
PULOV, The codicology of ninth-century Greek manuscripts, in Semitica et Classica, 8 (2015), 
pp. 167 n. 29, 170. 

34 Ibidem, pp. 530-532; I. HUTTER, Scriptoria in Bithynia, in C. MANGO — G. DAGRON (eds), 
Constantinople and its Hinterland: Papers from the Twenty-seventh Spring Symposium on 
Byzantine Studies, Oxford, April 1993 (Society for the Promotion of Byzantine Studies Publi- 
cations, 3), Aldershot — Brookfield, 1995, pp. 379-396. 
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2.4. Codicology 


Despite the current disposition of the material, much codicological infor- 
mation can be recovered for the layout. The two pieces transmit the top half 
of one folio and the lower half of another, respectively. Although the muti- 
lated nature of the fragment makes it difficult to find exact parallels to the 
typologies of ruling patterns in Leroy-Sautel,*> 00C2 is the most likely based 
upon the ruling visible on Frag. I. 63.2. This is consistent with Sautel’s data 
showing that 00C2 (and its corresponding pattern 00C1) is the norm for the 
ninth century and increases dramatically to become the most frequent type 
through the earlier tenth century.** During the tenth century, 00C2 peaks and 
is overtaken by 2061, which is far more frequent throughout the eleventh 
century. Types 0061 and 00C2 thus are considered the majority for earlier 
manuscripts.*” Despite attestations of 01C2a, 01C2b, 02C2a, and special types 
C 01C2a, C 02C2a, and P2 001C, these occur far less frequently than 00C2.* 

As for the rest of the mise-en-page, exact measurements can be collected 
for the total width of the ruling (149 mm; intercol. 29 mm). An approximate 
height of 230 mm for the ruling is very likely using the measurements of 
both pieces, which allows for 30 ruled lines per folio. Thus, approximately 
230 x 149 mm for the ruling, and approximately 270 x 214 mm for the 
entire folio. These dimensions of the ruling yield a ratio of 0.65 which is the 
exact average for ninth-century Greek codices according to M. Maniaci.?? 
This evidence also allows a hypothetical reconstruction of the quires. The 
extant pieces transmit 14-16 lines in a two-column layout (intercol. = 29 mm), 
which accommodates 12-14 majuscule letters per line depending on the 
number of rounded, narrow letters (e.g., iota, omicron, sigma) and broader 
ones (e.g., mu, nu, omega). When intact, each folio contained approximately 
30 ruled horizontals in total per side (= 30 lines per column). Since abbre- 
viations do not occur within the line except for nomina sacra, and the 
suspension of final nu and x seem to occur only at line end, the extent of 
the missing text can be reconstructed with some accuracy. When restored, 


55 J. LEROY, Types de réglure des manuscrits grecs, Paris, 1976 and J.-H. SAUTEL, Réper- 
toire de réglures dans les manuscrits grecs sur parchemin: base de données (Bibliologia, 13), 
Turnhout, 1995; also J. P. GUMBERT, O/d and New Style, in Gazette du livre médiéval, 52-53 
(2008), pp. 25-33. 

36 SAUTEL, Répertoire de réglures [see n. 35], p. 360. 

37 *00CI a en outre été figuré parce qu'il est le correspondant de 00C2 à pleine page et 
a presque la méme fréquence : ces schémas trés simples sont donc majoritaires à époque 
ancienne," Ibidem, p. 360. 

38 Ibidem, pp. 343-344 lists majuscule manuscripts with ruling types; there are eighteen 
ninth-century manuscripts which contain the possible types used in Frag. I. 63. 

39 M. MANIACI, Costruzione e gestione della pagina nel manoscritto bizantino, Cassino, 
2002, p. 161. 
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it establishes a textual limit within the codicological space: Frag. I. 63.1 
contained AmphSp. 23.54.26 through approximately 24.55.38 (recto, col a. 
through verso, col. b), and Frag. I. 63.2 approximately AmphSp. 26.61.7 
through 26.61.48 (ibidem). Thus, there were four folios between the two 
pieces which transmitted roughly AmphSp. 24.55.39 through 26.61.6. A qua- 
ternion, flesh side out (IV, F/F) obeying Gregory's Rule is the normal quire 
form for a ninth-century Greek manuscript made outside of the Syro-Palestinian 
region (quires were arranged H/H there).^? 

The hard-point technique used for the ruling is also consistent with 
ninth-century Greek manuscripts. This is best preserved on Frag. I. 63.2 
(fig. 2), which also contains prickings in the outer margin. Pressure was 
applied directly with great intensity to the verso (hair side) creating very 
prominent furrows and their corresponding ridges on the recto (flesh side). 
Frag. I. 63.1 shows neither vestiges of ruled lines nor prickings. Clearly, it 
was not ruled directly and this suggests that leaves of the quire were not 
ruled individually. There is a residual amount of possible transfer—either 
metallic or lead—in the furrows of Frag. I. 63.2. The transfer is minimal 
and extends only a few millimeters into three of the verticals and the outer 
portion of the lowest horizontal. The use of lead would be unusual, and is 
not typical of ninth-century manuscripts in which the frequent method of 
scoring the parchment was the use of a stylus, piece of bone, or even ivory. 
The enhancement of some ruled lines with crayon has been recorded in 
manuscripts of Italo-Greek production,*! but this practice has been shown 
to be more wide spread and not indicative of that region.* The ninth-century 
list of school supplies in the Hermeneumata of Pseudo-Dositheus includes 
woAißog and μόλιβδος which are both glossed in Latin as plumbum, though 
their uses are unspecified.* Given the disposition and soiling of the parchment 


4 A general overview is provided in PARPULOV, The codicology [see n. 33], pp. 165-170; 
on Syro-Palestinian quiring see HARLFINGER, Beispiele der Maiuscula [see n. 7], pp. 464-465, 
and PARPULOV, The codicology [see n. 33], pp. 169-170. It is extremely unlikely that the 
quaternion would have had the hair sides facing outward (H/H). If this were the case, there 
could only be one possible arrangement. Frag. I. 63.1 would be the third leaf, and Frag. I. 63.2 
would be the eighth leaf, which would also correspond only to ruling system Leroy-Sautel 3 
(either 3.1 or 3.2). 

# P, CANART, Lezioni di paleographica e di codicologica greca, Vactican City, 1980, pp. 69-70 
claims lead is indicative of a western influence and more common in Italy during the eleventh 
and twelfth century. 

#2 N. G. WILSON, The Interpretation of Scribal Habit, in I manoscritti greci tra riflessione 
e dibattito [see n. 26], pp. 686-687. 

55 J. SHARPE, Preliminary notes on Greek writing implements: literary and manuscript 
sources, in M. GULLICK (ed), Pen in Hand: Medieval Scribal Portraits, Colophons and Tools, 
Walkern, 2006, pp.151-168; the excerpted list of scribal tools is on p. 168. Likewise, the κυκλο- 
τερὴς μολίβος and its various forms have been entertained by Van Groningen, and although 
extant in literary sources, no manuscript evidence seems to exist; /bidem, pp. 166-167. 
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and the lack of transfer elsewhere in the fragment, lead was likely neither 
used to rule the parchment nor as deliberate enhancement. 

As for the ruling system used, Leroy’s systems have the most statistical 
data, but are problematic in their reliability. Several systems have been dis- 
covered beyond the original thirteen and these have yet to be studied fully.“ 
However, the original thirteen systems remain the best starting point to elicit 
the possible ruling systems of the fragment.* The fact that each leaf was 


44 M. MANIACI, Per una nuova definizione e descrizione dei sistemi di rigatura. Conside- 
razioni di metodo, in A. BRAVO GARCÍA — I. PÉREZ MARGIN -- J. SIGNES CODOÑER (eds), The 
Legacy of Bernard de Montfaucon: Three Hundred Years of Studies on Greek Handwriting: 
Proceedings of the Seventh International Colloquium of Greek Palaeography, Madrid-Sala- 
manca, 15-20 September 2008 (Bibliologia, 31), Turnhout, 2010, pp. 333-345; the lack of a sys- 
tematic compilation of ruling systems for Greek majuscule manuscripts is addressed on p. 345; 
see J. P. GUMBERT, The Barocci Systems: News (and Questions) about Greek (and Latin) 
Ruling, in Scriptorium, 68 (2014), pp. 273-285; and J.-H. SAUTEL, Le choix du type de réglure 
dans les manuscrits byzantins: Les Homélies sur la Genése de saint Jean Chrysostome con- 
servés à la BnF (Paris, BnF, gr. 602-652), in Scriptorium, 66 (2012), pp. 221-280, which 
found twenty-six systems that do not correspond to the original thirteen. 

45 SAUTEL, Répertoire de réglures [see n. 35], pp. 31-37 details the ruling systems with 
diagram; MANIACI, Per una nuova definizione [see n. 44], p. 338, fig. 1 provides systems 1-13 
in a single, concise diagram. 
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not ruled individually immediately excludes systems 1 and 2, which are the 
most frequent of all methods (77.7%).** The position of the pressure point 
for the incision on Frag. 1.63.2 results in four possible arrangements for the 
fragments (A-D, see Appendix 1): either in two consecutive quires (3 arrange- 
ments) or within the same quire (1 arrangement). Two to three different 
ruling systems are possible for each arrangement, of which all must be 
counterfolded methods since Frag. I. 63.2 was ruled directly on its verso 
(hair side). This also allows for the use of tacketed quires in any of the 
counterfolded methods.” 

The most economical solution is arrangement D, in which the fragments 
were conjugate leaves (second bifolium, leaves 2 and 7) in the same qua- 
ternion. This explains the current disposition of the fragments where the 
missing halves were pastedowns and the remaining parts were flyleaves. 
However, arrangement D necessitates ruling systems 10 or 13, which are 
more rare. System 13 is the rarest of all the counterfolded systems, accord- 
ing to J. P. Gumbert, and system 10 is found in combination with system 9 
almost exclusively.^ System 10 corresponds to the pressure point extant 
on Frag. I. 63.2 and the weak indirect presence on Frag. I. 63.1. Thus the 
quire was opened to show the hair sides and ruled on ff. 3v-4r and 7v-8r. 
The only competing arrangement is C, in which Frag. I. 63.1 was the 
eighth leaf (outermost bifolium) of one quire, and Frag. I. 63.2 was the 
fifth leaf (innermost bifolium) of the following quire. In theory, C allows 
the same result as D in the current disposition of the fragments, but is 
contingent on binder using last folio of one quire then moving on to the 
next. C necessitates ruling systems Leroy 7 or 9, of which system 9 is 
second most frequent, occurring in 8.9% of manuscripts.” It is well attested 
during the ninth century, first in Constantinople and then in southern 
Italy.°° The most probable result is that the fragments were arranged as in 


46 SAUTEL, Répertoire de réglures [see n. 35], pp. 361-362. 

# See J. P. GUMBERT, The Tacketed Quire: an Exercise in Comparative Codicology, in 
Scriptorium, 65 (2011), pp. 299-330, pl. 50-54, esp. pp. 304, 310-312. 

^5 GUMBERT, Old and New Style [see n. 35], pp. 31-32. 

^ SAUTEL, Répertoire de réglures [see n. 35], pp. 361-362 gives more exact figures from 
the data: there three systems used most frequently are 1 (75. 9%), 9 (8.9%), and 5 (2.7%). 

5 M. L. AGATI, Il libro manoscritto: introduzione alla codicologia (Studia archaelogica, 
124), Rome, 2003, p. 198, following P. Canart, suggests system 9 may have an Italo-Greek 
origin based on the group of manuscripts associated with the school of Nilo da Rossano, but 
allows another seemingly independent origin later among Cypriot and Palestinian manuscripts 
(s. X, s. xii-xiii). The exclusivity of system 9 with Italo-Greek manuscripts is less secure since 
more recent research has shown that it was used in manuscripts produced in different areas of 
the Byzantine Empire; see M. MANIACI, Greek Codicology, in A. Bausi — E. SOKOLINKSI (eds), 
Comparative Oriental Manuscript Studies: an Introduction, Hamburg, 2015, pp. 197-198. 
Furthermore, there is little to suggest that Greek manuscripts were produced in southern Italy 
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D and ruled using system 10 (fig. 3) with the majority of the lost codex 
ruled with system 9. 

Brief codicological descriptions from various sources over one hundred 
years were collected by G. R. Parpulov for fourteen dated or datable 
ninth-century Greek manuscripts.5! The sample size is small and does not 
allow for meaningful comparison. There are no commonalities aside from 
the proportions approaching Maniaci's ratio of 0.65. Thus the codicological 
data, like the paleographical and decorative, situates Frag. I. 63 in the ninth 
century, rules out the Syro-Palestinian Italo-Greek production, and favors a 
Constantinopolitan origin, or, at least, its immediate periphery as opposed 
to Rome. 


2.5. Roma, Biblioteca Angelica, gr. 79 


One specimen furnishes compelling comparative evidence from a com- 
bined paleographical and codicological perspective, although it is undated 
and not localized: Roma, Biblioteca Angelica, gr. 79 (s. ix** or xi").?? Ang., 
gr. 79 and Frag. I. 63 are both copied in maiuscola ogivale inclinata, gathered 


during the ninth century outside of Rome; see D’AGOSTINO, Furono prodotti [see n. 7], 
pp. 41-56; C. M. MAZZUCCH], Attività scrittoria calabrese dal VI al IX secolo, in Calabria 
bizantina: tradizione di pietà e tradizione scrittoria nella Calabria greca medievale (Collana 
Mezzogiorno e democrazia, 11), Reggio Calabria, 1983, pp. 81-102; PARPULOV, The codi- 
cology [see n. 33], pp. 169, 169 n. 47. 

5! Ibidem, p. 170; see p. 160 for problems and the cautionary use of this data. 

32 Internet Culturale: CNMD\0000117050 RM0290 Ang. gr 079; described by E. Scı- 
ARRA, https://manus.iccu.sbn.it//opac_SchedaScheda.php?ID=117050/; SCIARRA places the 
manuscript between 876-925; see also M. MANIACI — P. ORSINI — E. SCIARRA, La catalogazione 
dei manoscritti greci di Roma. La biblioteche Angelica e Vallicelliana, in P. DEGNI — 
P. ELEUTERI - M. MANIACI (eds), Greek Manuscript Cataloguing: Past, Present, and Future 
(Bibliologia, 48), Turnhout, 2018, p. 293; and IsÉPv, Fragmente aus dem 'Pandektes' [see n. 6], 
p. 126 n. 35. 
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in quaternia, F/F, and ruled in two columns of 30 lines with Leroy 00C2.? 
Frag. I. 63, however, is larger in overall size and dimensions of the ruling: 
270 x 214 mm (230 x 149 mm; intercol. 29 mm), and Ang. Gr. 79 = 273 x 
192 mm (200 x 130 mm; intercol. 18 mm), yet each displays the perfect 
ninth-century ratio of 0.65. Both manuscripts use a smaller maiuscola 
ogivale diritta for headings which are copied in the brown ink of the text as 
opposed to red ink. However, Ang. gr. 79 also uses the artificial maiuscola 
liturgica for headings (cf. Orsini's Type C),’* which does not occur in 
Frag. I. 63, and places Ang. gr. 79 closer to, or even within, the tenth 
century. The decorative program is also more similar between the two 
manuscripts than the others sampled in this study. For example, many of the 
initials in Ang., gr. 79 (e.g., pi, f. 8r; kappa, f. 77r) are closest to the minimal 
hollow-bar style of the epsilon in Frag. I. 63.1. The line fillers (e.g., Ang., 
gr. 79, ff. 10va, 13rb) are similar in composition, but markedly different in 
style. In this respect, Frag. I. 63 resembles the line fillers in the earlier Stou- 
dite group (Brubaker's group 1) c. 830. Frag. I. 63 and Ang., gr. 79 were 
likely not produced in the same place, and are definitely not copied by the 
same hand. However, when compared, they exhibit enough similarities that 
may be indicative of the period more than anything else, which strengthens 
a conservative date range of 850-900 for Frag. I. 63. 


2.6. Text 


The lack of any meaningful apparatus criticus in Pruche's edition obscures 
virtually all variation within the text. Johnston's apparatus is useable, but 
the need for a new critical edition founded upon all available manuscript 
evidence cannot be overstated.* The scribe of Frag. I. 63 is prone to errors 
of aspiration, accentuation, and word division particularly in compound 
forms, though not exclusively (cf. Frag. I. 63.2, recto, col. a, ἐνεργῆ): 


24.55.21 ἐπινοεῖν] ἔπινο ¿tv Frag. I. 63 
24.55.24 συναναλη-] σὺν àvaXn- Frag. I. 63 
26.61.19 ἐνεργοῦσα] ἐν ἐργοῦσα Frag. I. 63 
26.61.20 évepysia] ἐν ἐργεία Frag. I. 63 


55 Ang., gr. 79 is ruled using systems 4, 6, and 7, of which 6 and 7 are also possible for 
Frag. I. 63, though the problems of relying on ruling systems have been mentioned. 

54 See P. ORSINI, Scrittura come immagine. Morfologia e storia della maiuscola liturgica 
bizantina (Scritture e libri del medioevo, 12), Rome, 2010, pp. 19-57; see p. 40 for the char- 
acteristics of Type C. 

55 Pinakes lists sixty nine witnesses which span the ninth through nineteenth century (not 
including Frag. I. 63): pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr/notices/oeuvre/4004/; FEDWICK, CCBBU [see n. 2], 
III, p. 639 lists 37 manuscripts. 
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26.61.20 ὅταν! ὅτ àv Frag. I. 63 

26.61.30 παραμεῖναν] παρὰ μεῖναν Frag. I. 63 
26.61.31 παραπλήσιος] παρὰ πλήσιος Frag. I. 63 
26.61.49 διόπερ] δι ὅπερ Frag. I. 63 

26.61.52 καθ᾽ ἕνα] καθένα Frag. I. 63 


When collated against the editions of Pruche and Johnston, Frag. I. 63 
exhibits nineteen variants apart from those purely dealing with aspiration, 
accentuation, and word division. Nearly half are omissions, and others 
deal with vowel substitutions such as omega for omicron. The omissions are 
these: 


23.54.26 αὐτοῦ] om. Frag. I. 63 

24.55.2 καὶ δόξα] om. Frag. I. 63 

24.55.10 τῶν] om. Frag. I. 63 

24.55.12 φησὶν Pruche: om. Frag. I. 63 et Johnston (cf. 24.55.11) 
24.55.21 καὶ] om. Frag. I. 63 

26.61.27 μὴ παραμενον] om. Frag. I. 63 

26.61.31 ὃ] om. Frag. I. 63 

26.61.51 εἴτε δοξάζεται...μέλη Johnston: om. Frag. I. 63 (et Pruche) 


The errors and textual variants are these: 


24.55.10 τοσούτων] τὸσούτον Frag. I. 63 

24.55.11 καίτοιγε fj διακονία Pruche: κ. f| δ. φησὶν Johnston: κ. 
φησὶν ἢ ὃ. Frag. I. 63 

24.55.12 ἔστιν] ἔσται Frag. I. 63 

24.55.13-14 ἢ δόξα τοῦ διακίου] ἢ τοῦ ducai*** Frag. I. 63 

24.55.20 φάσι Johnston (et Pruche): φησὶ Frag. I. 63 (et De Sinner 
et Jahn) 

24.55.21 τῷ] τὸ Frag. I. 63 

24.55.31 ἅπαντα de] πάντα Frag. I. 63 

24.55.32 &v] &ni Frag. I. 63 

26.61.21 τὸ] τῶ Frag. I. 63 

26.61.28 ἑβδομήκοντα] ἐβδγομήκοντᾳ Frag. I. 63 

26.61.50 συμπάσχει] συνπάσχει Frag. I. 63 


Of these omissions and variants, Frag. I. 63 shares several with four 
manuscripts of the tenth, eleventh, and thirteenth century. The manuscripts 
are (with Johnston's sigla):* 


56 The dates in both JOHNSTON [see n. 4] and PRUCHE [see n. 3] are unreliable and have 
been updated using those from more recent scholarship. 
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u Moskva, GIM, Sinod. gr. 23 (Vlad. 127), ff. 81v-159r, (s. x?, ex- 
Iveron).?? 

V — Wien, ONB, cod. Theol. gr. 142, ff. 193r-223v, (s. xi!).58 

ο Oxford, Bodl., Auct. E. 2. 9 (Misc. 37), ff. 1671-21 1v, (s. xi**, South- 
ern Italy?).” 

v Wien, ÓNB, cod. Theol. gr. 18, ff. 136v-162v, (s. xiii?).9? 


The lack of a complete collation of all the extant manuscripts and the small 
amount of text transmitted by Frag. I. 63 make it difficult to situate the 
fragment within the textual tradition with any certainty. However, using the 
entries in Johnston’s apparatus for p, V, o, and v, a few variants and omis- 
sions do emerge which are not transmitted by the Parisian corpus (except one) 
used by Benedictines of Saint-Maur for the 1730 edition, upon which all 
subsequent editions are founded.°! These variants and omissions are: 


24.55.20 φάσι] φησὶ Frag. I. 63 + uv (+ Benedictine ed.). 
24.55.21 καὶ] om. Frag. I. 63 + μον 

24.55.31 ἅπαντα δέ] πάντα Frag. I. 63 + o 

26.61.27 μὴ παραμενον] om. Frag. I. 63+ μον 

26.61.31 ô] om. Frag. I. 63 + uVv 

26.61.51 εἴτε δοξάζεται...μέλη] om. Frag. I. 63 + V (+ Pruche) 
26.61.52 ἐν habet Frag. I. 63 + uVo: om. v 


57 B. L. FONKIC — F. POLIAKOV, Greceskie rukopisi moskovskoj sinodal'noj bilioteki: paleo- 
graficeskie, kodiologiceskie i bibliograficeskie dopolneniá k katalogu arhimadrita Vladimira 
(Filantropova), Moscow, 1993, p. 56; E. AMAND DE MENDIETA — S. Y. RUDBERG, Basile de 
Césarée, la tradition manuscrite directe des neuf homélies sur l'Hexaéméron (TU, 123), Berlin, 
1980, pp. 47-48. B. SESBOÜE — G.-M. DE DURAND — L. DOUTRELEAU, Basile de Césarée, 
Contre Eunome suivi de Eunome apologie, 2 vols (SC, 299), Paris, 1982-1983, I, p. 111. 

58 H, HUNGER — O. KRESTEN, Katalog der Griechischen Handschriften der Österreichischen 
Nationalbibliothek (unter Mitarbeit von C. HANNICK), Teil 3/2: Codices Theologici 101-200 
(Museion, Veróffentlichungen der Österreichischen Nationalbibliothek, Ν.Ε. IV 1, 3/2), Vienna, 
1984, pp. 154-159; C. GASTGEBER, Miscellanea Codicum Graecorum Vindobonensium II. Die 
griechischen Handschriften der Bibliotheca Corviniana in der Ósterreichischen National- 
bibliothek. Provenienz und Rezeption im Wiener Griechischhumanismus des frühen 16. Jahr- 
hunderts (Veröffentlichungen zur Byzanzforschung, 34), Vienna, 2014, p. 75. 

5 H, O. Coxe, Greek Manuscripts (Bodleian Library, Quarto Catalogues, 1), Oxford, 1969, 
p. 642. 

60 H. HUNGER — O. KRESTEN, Katalog der Griechischen Handschriften der Österreichischen 
Nationalbibliothek, Teil 3/1: Codices Theologici 1-100 (Museion, Veröffentlichungen der 
Österreichischen Nationalbibliothek, N.F. IV 1, 3/1), Vienna, 1976, pp. 32-34; P. VAn DEUN, 
L'Unionum definitiones (CPG 7697, 18) attribué à Maxime le Confesseur, in REB, 58 (2000), 
p. 134; K. LEVRIE, Maximi Confessoris Capita de duabus Christi naturis necnon Pseudo-Maximi 
Confessoris capita gnostica (CCSG, 89), Turnhout, 2017, p. 154*. 

9! BENEDICTINES DE SAINT-MAUR, Opera omnia Sancti Patris nostri Basilii Caesareae 
Cappodociae archiepiscopi, 3 vols, Paris, 1730, III, pp. 1-68; repr. Paris, 1896, III, pp. 1-96; 
PG 32,68A-217C. 
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The negative evidence where Frag. I. 63 does not agree with a significant 
variant transmitted by either V, o, or v is very limited. There are only five 
occurrences: 


4.55.21 ἔχει] add. δὲ ο 

24.55.22 καταλιπόντας] καταλείποντας o 
26.61.18 οὐχὶ] add. τοῖς ἀξίοις sic v 
26.61.20 κατ αὐτὴν] καθ ἑαυτὴν V 
26.61.38 μέρεσι] μέρει μ: μέλεσι ο 


The small amount of text and trivial nature of the variants transmitted 
by Frag. I. 63 do not allow for any meaningful conclusions from the per- 
spective of textual criticism. It can only be stated that Frag. I. 63 is not 
the archetype of the nVov group, does not offer any valuable variae lec- 
tiones, and appears to be distant from the Parisian tradition as known 
currently. 

Among all the other identified manuscripts of the text, no witness can be 
securely dated to the ninth century. The only possible ninth-century manu- 
script could be Venezia, Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, gr. Z. 58 (499), 
ff. 195r-237r, which transmits the text in minuscule. Amand de Mendieta 
and Rudberg date the manuscript either to the end of the ninth century or 
the beginning of the tenth, and further hypothesize an origin in Constantinople 
asserting that it is a witness to a pure Byzantine textual tradition for Basil's 
homilies.? However, E. Mioni places Marc. gr. Z. 58 in the early tenth 
century (saeculo ineunte), and provides a more thorough analysis of script, 
codicology, and provenance.9 In addition to Marc. gr. Z. 58, and Moskva, 
GIM, Sinod. gr. 23 (Vlad. 127), the remaining extant manuscripts of 
AmphSp. which date to various points in the tenth century are also copied 
in minuscule: 


Firenze, BML, Plut. 4.27, ff. 1v-39r, (s. x!).% 
Hagion Oros, Μονή Βατοπεδίου, 68, ff. 150r-204v, (s. x°*/xiin).65 


9? AMAND DE MENDIETA — RUDBERG, Basile [see n. 57], pp. 119-121. 

63 E. MIONI, Codices Graeci manuscripti Bibliothecae divi Marci Venetiarum, 2 vols (Indici 
e Cataloghi, n.s. 6), Rome, 1981, I, pp. 83-85; and IDEM — M. FORMENTIN, / codici greci in 
minuscola dei sec. IX e X della Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, Padua, 1975, pp. 34-35. 

64 TECA Digitale: teca.bmlonline.it/ImageV iewer/servlet/Image Viewer? idr=TECA000060 
7324&keyworks=plut.04.27; SESBOUE — DE DURAND — DOUTRELEAU, Contre Eunome [see n. 57], 
p. 1:105-106; AMAND DE MENDIETA — RUDBERG, Basile [see n. 57], pp. 27-29; S. MARTINELLI 
TEMPESTA, Per un repertorio dei copisti greci, in F. GALLO (ed.), Ambrosiana, in Miscellanea 
Graecolatina I (Ambrosiana graecolatina, 1), Milan, 2013, pp. 127-128 n. 77. 

65 E, LAMBERZ, Katalog der griechischen Handschriften des Athosklosters Vatopedi, 
(Κατάλογοι Ελληνικών Χειρογράφων Αγίου όρους, 2), Thessalonike, 2006, pp. 304-306 offers 
a date of the late tenth or early eleventh century (“Ende 10. / Anfang 11. Jh.," p. 304); however, 
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Hagion Oros, Μονή Μεγίστης Λαύρας, A 81 (457), ff. 26r-76r, (s. x!, 
Constantinople). 

London, British Library, Add. 22509, ff. 52r-73r, (s. x).9 

Paris, BnF, gr. 506, ff. 189r-217v, (s. x?; εχ-Μοίεοτα).55 

Vaticano, BAV, Vat. gr. 408, ff. 162r-228v, (s. x). 

Vaticano, BAV, Vat. gr. 2209, ff. 206v-242v, (s. x/xi).? 


When placed within this context, the importance of Frag. I. 63 lies in its 
materiality as the oldest known witness to the text and the only surviving 
majuscule manuscript. However, the text of Frag. I. 63 brings us no closer 
to what Fedwick refers to as an "ancient version" of the text and the possible 
stylistic shifts he believes to have occurred between AmphSp. and Aduersus 
Eunomium (CPG 2837; hereafter Eun.).! 


SESBOUE — ΡΕ DURAND — DOUTRELEAU, Contre Eunome [see n. 57], I, p. 101-102 assigns 
$; xi^. 

66 M. L. AGATI, La minuscola “bouletée”, 2 vols (Littera antiqua, 9), Vatican City, 
1992, I, pp. 264, 312, Il, tav. 177; AMAND DE MENDIETA — RUDBERG, Basile [see n. 57], 
pp. 26-27. 

67 British Library: bl.uk/manuscripts/FullDisplay.aspx?refzAdd MS 22509; E. RHEIN — 
F. MANN - D. TESKE — H. POLACK, Gregorii Nysseni Sermones, III (GNO, 10.2), Leiden - New 
York — Köln, 1996, pp. 52-53; cf. E. MÜHLENBERG, Gregorii Nysseni Oratio catechetica, 
opera dogmatica minora, IV (GNO, 3.4), Leiden - New York — Köln, 1996, pp. XIV-XV; 
A. CATALDI PALAU, Studies in Greek Manuscripts, 2 vols (Testi, Studi, Strumenti, 24), Spoleto, 
2008, I, pp. 347-348 n. 6, IL, p. 443 n. 1. 

68 Gallica, permalink: gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btv1b107214756; OMONT, Inventaire som- 
maire [see n. 9], p. 65, n? 506. 

6 DigiVatLib: digi.vatlib.it/view/MSS_Vat.gr.408; DEVREESSE, Codices Vaticani Graeci. 
Codices 330-603 [see n. 14], pp. 111-112; CARDINALI, /nventari de manoscritti greci, [see 
n. 14], pp. 37, 126, 262-263, 310; R. NELSON - J. BONA, Relative size and comparative value 
in Byzantine illuminated manuscripts: some quantitative perspectives, in D. HARLFINGER — 
G. ΡΚΑΤΟ (eds), Paleografia e codicologia greca (Atti del II Colloquio internazionale Berlino- 
Wolfenbüttel, 17-20 ottobre 1983), 2 vols (Biblioteca di scrittura e civilità, 3), Alessandria, 
1991, I, p. 352; AMAND DE MENDIETA — RUDBERG, Basile [see n. 57], pp. 36-37; SESBOUE — ΡΕ 
DURAND — DOUTRELEAU, Contre Eunome [see n. 57], I, p. 104. 

1 DigiVatLib: digi.vatlib.it/view/MSS Vat.gr.2209; S. LILLA, Codices Vaticani Graeci. 
Codices 2162-2254 (Codices Columnenses), Vatican City, 1985, 177-184; IDEM, / manoscritti 
vaticani greci [see n. 23], pp. 97, 99; I. BACKUS — B. GAIN, Le cardinal Guglielmo Sirleto 
(1514-1585), sa bibliothéque et ses traductions de saint Basile, in Mélanges de l'école francaise 
de Rome, 98 (1986), p. 934; A. CATALDI PALAU, La biblioteca del cardinale Giovanni Salviati. 
Alcuni nuovi manoscritti greci in biblioteche diverse della Vaticana, in Scriptorium, 49 (1995), 
pp. 61 n. 8, 67, 92. 

7! *[f a new critical edition is to be issued it should further build on the outstanding 
achievements so far gained, broadening the MS basis to include as many readings as pos- 
sible and paying close attention to the ancient versions and indirect tradition. A text thus 
established will show all the subtle changes in Basil's thinking even in the use of particles 
and prepositions from the time he wrote Eun 1-3 and from the moment he allowed so much 
ethical and scriptural material to colour his ‘dogmatic’ thought," FEDwICK, CCBBU [see n. 2], 
TIL, p. 638. 
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2.8. Contents and Compilation 


A chronological examination of the compilation practices among the 
extant manuscripts of Basil's works offers insight into the possible contents 
of the lost majuscule codex from which Frag. I. 63 was cut. Many of the 
ninth-century manuscripts copied in maiuscola ogivale inclinata, which are 
not Gospels, are single-author compilations or even single-work codices: 
Vaticano, BAV, Vat. gr. 428 (s. ix) is a Basil codex transmitting no fewer 
than fourteen of his works,” Paris, BnF, gr. 437 contains four works of 
Ps.-Dionysius the Areopagite, and Vaticano, BAV, Vat. gr. 699 transmits 
only the Topographia christiana of Cosmas Indicopleustes. The deluxe, illu- 
minated codices Paris, BnF, gr. 923 and Paris, BnF, gr. 510 transmit respec- 
tively only the Sacra parallela and a virtual omnibus edition of the works 
Gregory of Nazianzus. Likewise, among Frag. I. 63's closest comparanda is 
Roma, Ang., gr. 79 (s. ix**/x'?), which is a single-author codex that transmits 
Antiochus Monachus, Pandecta scripturae sacrae (CPG 7843). However, 
when looking specifically at the circulation of Basil's AmphSp. there are no 
other extant majuscule manuscripts nor any witnesses dated securely to the 
ninth century. The earliest minuscule manuscripts transmitting AmphSp. date 
to the first half of the tenth century and attest to two methods of compilation. 
The earliest manuscript, Venezia, Marc., gr. Z. 58 (s. x^, Constantinople), 
transmits Hexameron (CPG 2835; hereafter Hex.), Gregory of Nyssa's 
De opificio hominis (CPG 3154; hereafter Greg. Nys. Hom. op.), Eun., the 
spurious De Spiritu (CPG 2838), AmphSp., three texts of Ps.-Nonnus abbas 
appended on fourteenth-century paper, and a Chronicon copied on a parch- 
ment leaf (s. x/?).? Firenze, BML, Plut. 4.27, (s. x!) also transmits a similar 
selection of texts: AmphSp., Eun., Hex., Greg. Nys. Hom. op., Apollinaris 
Laodicenus, Contra Sabellianos (CPG 3674, 2243, 2869), and Basil's /n 
illud (CPG 2860). In contrast is Hagion Oros, Μονή Μεγίστης Λαύρας, 
A 81 (457), (s. x!, Constantinople), which was produced as a single-author 
codex transmitting Hex., De creat. hom. (CPG 3215-3216), AmphSp., Basil 
of Ancyra's De uirginitate (CPG 2827; attributed to Basil of Caesarea), and 
the dubious Enarratio in prophetam Isaiam (CPG 2911). 

Both methods of compilation continue into the second half of the tenth 
century. Moskva, GIM, Sinod. gr. 23 (Vlad. 127), (s. x?, ex-Iveron), the 
closest witness in terms of textual affiliation to Frag. I. 63, also follows the 


7? These include sermons, prologues, regulae, epitimiata, homilies, and other tractates: CPG 
2888, 2887, 2884, 2886, 2887, 2883, 2875.a, 2411, 2875.b, 2900.173, 2897.1-2, 2896, 2895. 

75 MioNI, Codices Graeci Manuscripti, [see n. 63], I, p. 83; the texts of Ps.-Nonnus are 
In orationem in s. lumina (CPG 3011.4), In laudem funebrem S. Basilii (CPG 3011.3), and 
In inuectiua 1-2 aduersus Iulianum (CPG 3011.1-2). 
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single-author model: Eun., AmphSp., Gregory of Nyssa's ad Petrum (CPG 
3196; attr. to Basil of Caesarea), Basil of Ancyra's De uirginitate (attr. to 
Basil of Caesarea), and Hex. However, among the multi-author compilations 
no definitive corpus of authors and texts emerges, but thematic compilations 
are found (e.g., homiletic, epistolary, dogmatic, etc.). Vaticano, BAV, Vat. gr. 
408, (s. x?) transmits Hex., Seuerianus Gabalensis, In cosmogoniam home- 
liae 1-5 (CPG 4194), John Chrysostom's Contra Anomoeos homilia 11 
(CPG 4324), Greg. Nys. Hom. op., AmphSp., and Eun.; Paris, BnF, gr. 506, 
(s. x?; ex-Meteora) transmits the Epistulae of Basil (CPG 2900), Epistulae 
of Gregory of Nazianzus (CPG 3032), and AmphSp.; Hagion Oros, Μονή 
Γρηγορίου 1 (548), (s. x) contains Hex., AmphSp., Basil’s Homilia de 
Spiritu sancto (CPG 2926), Gregory of Nyssa's De oratione dominica ora- 
tiones V (CPG 3160) and De beatitudinibus orationes VIII (CPG 3161); and 
London, British Library, Add. 22509, (s. x) is a collection of six of Gregory 
of Nyssa's minor dogmatic works, sermons, and ascetic treatises” along with 
Amphsp. The trend of single-author or thematic compilation extends through 
the turn of the century. For example, Hagion Oros, Μονή Βατοπεδίου, 68, 
(s. x°*/xi") is a Basil codex with Basil of Ancyra's De uirginitate (attr. to 
Basil of Caesarea), AmphSp., and De Spiritu, but Vaticano, BAV, Vat. gr. 
2209, (s. x/xi) is an epistolary compilation of Basil's Epistulae, Libanius's 
Epistulae ad Basilium magnum, Gregory of Nazianzus's Epistulae, and 
AmphSp. 

The eleventh century sees the greatest clustering of similar texts, which 
tend to include Hex., Eun., AmphSp., and Greg. Nys. Hom. op., but not exclu- 
sively. In fact, the only consistent factor is that all but two of the eleventh- 
century witnesses of AmphSp. also transmit Eun.: Milano, Biblioteca 
Ambrosiana, E 10 inf., (s. xi, Thessaly):’° AmphSp., Greg. Nys. Hom. op., 
Eun., Hex; Hagion Oros, Μονή Μεγίστης Λαύρας, B 105, (s. xi**; 1092?):77 


7^ C. BOUDIGNON — M. Cassin, Grégoire de Nysse. Homélies sur le Notre Père (SC, 596), 
Paris, 2018, pp. 200-203. 

75 Oratio catechetica magna (CPG 3150), De deitate Filii et Spiritus Sancti et in Abraham 
(CPG 3192), De infantibus praemature abreptis (CPG 3145), Oratio funebris in Meletium ep. 
(CPG 3180), De uita Moysis (CPG 3159), Vita s. Macrinae (CPG 3166), 

76 A. MARTINI — D. Bassi, Catalogus codicum Graecorum Bibliothecae Ambrosiane. 
2 Bände in I Band, Hildesheim — New York, 1978, pp. 1081-1082, n? 1011; AGati, La minus- 
cola “bouletée” [see n. 66], p. 76; C. PASINI, Bibliografia dei manoscritti greci dell'Ambro- 
siana (1857-2006) (Biblioteca Erudita, 30), Milan, 2007, p. 355; A. CATALDI PALAU, Mano- 
scritti provenienti dalla Tessaglia a Milano, in Alethes Philia [see n. 7], I, pp. 99, 106, 108, 
118-119, 135-136, 143; SESBOUÉ — DE DURAND — DOUTRELEAU, Contre Eunome [see n. 57], 
I, p. 102. 

77 AMAND DE MENDIETA — RUDBERG, Basile [see n. 57], pp. 83-85; SESBOUE — DE DURAND — 
DOUTRELEAU, Contre Eunome [see n. 57], I, p. 107; E. LAMBERZ, Die Handschriftenproduk- 
tion in den Athosklóstern bis 1453, in G. CAVALLO — G. DE GREGORIO — M. MANIACI (eds), 
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Hex., Greg. Nys. Hom. op., Gregory of Nyssa, In Hexameron (CPG 3153), 
Eun., De Spiritu (spur.), AmphSp.; Firenze, BML, Plut. 86.12, (s. xi): 
Greg. Nys. Hom. op., Eun., AmphSp., Basil, De creatione hominis; Venezia, 
Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, gr. Z. 66 (352), (s. xi*):7? Greg. Nys. 
Hom. op., Eun., AmphSp.; Paris, BnF, gr. 965, (s. xi): Eunomius Cyzice- 
nus, Apol. (CPG 3455), Eun., AmphSp.; Paris, BnF, gr. 966, (s. xi):?! Eun. 
AmphSp.; at the turn of the century is Patmos, Μονή του Αγίου Ιωάννου 
του Θεολόγου, 184, (s. xi*/xii):3? Eun., AmphSp., Basil of Ancyra’s De 
uirginitate (attr. to Basil of Caesarea), and John Chrysostom, De uirginitate 
(CPG 4313); and moving into the twelfth is München, BSB, Cod. Graec. 
466, (s. xii):9% Eun., AmphSp., Gregory of Nyssa, De mortuis non esse 
dolendum (CPG 168), but Oxford, Bodl., Barocci 228 (s. xi/xii),?^ which 
transmits Eun., De Spiritu (spur.), Hex., and Greg. Nys. Hom. op. without 
AmphSp., offers negative evidence to the clustering of all the texts. The only 
two manuscripts of the eleventh century which transmit AmphSp. without 


Scritture, Libri, e Testi nelle Aree Provinciali de Bisanzio. Atti del seminario di Erice (18-25 
settembre 1988), 2 vols (Biblioteca del ‘Centro per il collegamento degli studi medievali e 
umanistici nell’ Università di Perugia, 5), Spoleto, 1991, I, p. 68 n. 187; H. DROBNER, Gre- 
gorii Nysseni in Hexaemeron. Opera exegetica in Genesim, pars I (GNO, 4.1), Leiden — Boston, 
2009, pp. LXXXII-LXXXIII. 

7$ SESBOUE — DE DURAND — DOUTRELEAU, Contre Eunome [see n. 57], I, p. 104-105; 
H. HÓRNER, Auctorum incertorum vulgo Basili vel Gregorii Nysseni Sermones de creatione 
hominis, Sermo de paradiso (GNO, Supplementum), Leiden, 1972, pp. XXX-XXXI. 

72 An unknown astrological treatise (s. xiv) is appended to f. 195r-v; see MIONI, Codices 
Graeci Manuscripti, [see n. 63], I, p. 91; SESBOÜE — ΡΕ DURAND — DOUTRELEAU, Contre 
Eunome [see n. 57], I, p. 108-109. 

80 Gallica, permalink: gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btv1b107217599; OMONT, Inventaire som- 
maire [see n. 9], pp. 186-187, n? 964; SESBOUE — ΡΕ DURAND — DOUTRELEAU, Contre Eunome 
[see n. 57], I, p. 101, IL, pp. 202-205, 219; D. F. Jackson, The Colbert Greek Library from 
1676 to 1678, in Codices Manuscripti, 73-74 (2019), p. 55 n? 10.26; IDEM, Colbert Greek 
Manuscript Binding 1679-1683, in Codices Manuscripti, 76-77 (2011), p. 52. 

5! Gallica, permalink: gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btv1b10723531t; OMONT, Inventaire som- 
maire [see n. 9], p. 187, n? 966; SESBOUE — ΡΕ DURAND — DOUTRELEAU, Contre Eunome [see 
n. 57], L p. 135 n. 2. 

8? SESBOUE — DE DURAND — DOUTRELEAU, Contre Eunome [see n. 57], I, p. 100; H. Musu- 
RILLO — B. GRILLET, Jean Chrysostome. La virginité (SC, 125), Paris, 1966, p. 78. 

83 Münchener DigitalisierungsZentrum Digitale Bibliothek, permalink: urn:nbn:de:bvb: 
12-bsb00003573-8; SESBOUE — DE DURAND — DOUTRELEAU, Contre Eunome [see n. 57], I, 
pp. 103-104; G. HEIL — A. VAN HECK — E. GEBHARDT — A. SPIRA, Gregorii Nysseni Sermones, 
pars I (GNO, 9), Leiden, 1967, pp. 14-16; B. MONDRAIN, La reconstitution d'une collection 
de manuscrits: les livres vendus par Antoine Eparque à la ville d'Augsbourg, in Scritture, 
Libri, e Testi [see n. 77], II, p. 599 n. 31; EADEM, Antoine Eparque et Augsbourg: le catalogue 
de vente des manuscrits grecs acquis par la ville d'empire, in BBGG, 47 (1993), p. 230. 

** Digital Bodleian, permalink: digital.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/inquire/p/2dd604eb-3a1 1 -4d41- 
8319-e65af34d71ef; Coxe, Greek Manuscripts [see n. 59], p. 393; SESBOUE — DE DURAND — 
DOUTRELEAU, Contre Eunome [see n. 57], I, pp. 100-101 (date s. xi/xii); cf. AMAND DE MEN- 
DIETA — RUDBERG, Basile [see n. 57], pp. 138-141 (s. x°*/xi", Italo-Greek). 
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Eun. are also in the small group of witnesses which align more closely in 
terms of the text to Frag. I. 63: Wien, ONB, cod. Theol. gr. 142, (s. xi)? is 
a Basil codex transmitting nine works including various letters and Canones*® 
as well as Libanius's letter to Basil followed by AmphSp.; and Oxford, 
Bodl., Auct. E. 2. 9 (Misc. 37), (s. xi*, southern Italy?) is also a single-author 
codex containing only Enar. Is. and AmphSp. 

From the twelfth century onward, the compilation of texts is markedly 
different favoring florilegia which contain extracts of numerous authors. 
Most manuscripts of AmphSp. from this period transmit only brief excerpts 
among their selections. However, the complete text did not cease to be 
copied fully, and later compilations similar to the eleventh-century methods 
are known. For example, Hagion Oros, Μονή Ιβήρων, 354 (4474), (s. xiv)’ 
is arranged identically to Paris, BnF, gr. 965: Eun. Cyz. Apol., Eun., 
AmphSp., and Wien, ÓNB, cod. Theol. gr. 18, (s. xiii?) contains nineteen texts 
of Gregory Nazianzus,% Eun., AmphSp., Cyril of Alexandria's Oratio ad 
Arcadiam et Marinam (CPG 5219), De Incarnatione unigeniti (CPG 5227), 
Epistulae (CPG 5302), and Nestorius's Epistulae (CPG 5665-5682). 
Representative examples of AmphSp. in florilegia are numerous and include 
the following manuscripts (s. xii-xvi): Cambridge, University Library, Ee. 
IV. 29, (s. xii and s. xvi);?? Istanbul, βιβλιοθήκη του Οικομενικού Πατρι- 
αρχείου, Panaghia 175, (s. xii-xiii);?! Hagion Oros, Μονή Φιλοθέου, 42 
(1805), (s. xiii); Milano, Biblioteca Ambrosiana, H 257 inf., (s. xiii);?? 


55 HUNGER — KRESTEN, Katalog der Griechischen Handschriften [see n. 58], III.2, pp. 154- 
159; GASTGEBER, Miscellanea Codicum Graecorum Vindobonensium [see n. 58], p. 75. 

86 CPG 2900.260/5380, 2900.b, 2900.d, 2900.046, 2900, 2900.044-45, CPG 2901.01-85, 
CPG 2900.160. 

87 Coxe, Greek Manuscripts, [see n. 59], p. 642. 

88 SESBOUE — ΡΕ DURAND —DOUTRELEAU, Contre Eunome [see n. 57], IL, pp. 205-206. 

59? HUNGER — KRESTEN, Katalog der Griechischen Handschriften [see n. 60], Π.Ι, pp. 32-34; 
the texts are CPG 3010.02, 03,06, 22, 23, 09, 10, 12, 33, 36, 26, 32, 18, 25, CPG 3032.101- 
102, 107-109, CPG 3010.37, CPG 3035.01-4, CPG 3010.26-31, 20. 

% A. ScHMINCK — D. GETOV, Repertorium der Handschriften des byzantinischen Rechts, 
3 vols (Forschungen zur byzantinischen Rechtsgeschichte, 20, 28, 34), Frankfurt-am-Main, 2017, 
II, pp. 81-84, n° 462; E. MUHLENBERG, Gregorii Nysseni Epistula canonica, opera dogmatica 
minora, pars V (GNO 3.5), pp. LXVI-LXVII. 

?! M. KOUROUPOU - P. GEHIN, Catalogue des manuscrits conservés dans la Bibliothéque 
du Patriarcat Œcuménique. Le manuscrits du monastère de la Panaghia de Chalki, 2 vols, 
Istanbul — Paris, 2008, I, pp. 413-416; but MÜHLENBERG, Gregorii Nysseni Epistula canonica 
[see n. 90], p. Ixiii, Ixv dates the manuscript s. xi. 

?? ScuMINCK — GETOV, Repertorium der Handschriften [see n. 90], pp. 72-73, n° 456; 
MÜHLENBERG, Gregorii Nysseni Epistula canonica [see n. 90], p. xc, n? 41. 

93 MARTNI — Bassi, Catalogus [see n. 76], pp. 1108-1117, n° 1041; Pasını, Bibliografia 
[see n. 76], pp. 360-361; CATALDI PALAU, Manoscritti provenienti dalla Tessaglia [see n. 76], 
I, pp. 99, 101, 106, 124, 143; M. ΕΙΝΟΑΤΙ, Per la storia dell’esateuco Ambrosiano A 147 inf., 
in Aevum, 83 (2009), p. 300 n. 5; A. CHRYSSOSTALIS, Recherches sur la tradition manuscrite 
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Vaticano, BAV, Vat. gr. 2658, (s. xii?/xiii!-xiv);?* Vaticano, BAV, Vat. gr. 790, 
(s. xiv-xv);? Leiden, Bibliotheek der Rijksuniversiteit, Voss. gr. Q. 54, 
(s. xv-xvi).?6 

Although Basil's dogmatic corpus of Eun. and AmphSp. was a compila- 
tion in vogue beginning in the eleventh century, there is not enough evi- 
dence to suggest that Frag. I. 63 formed a lost part of an extant majuscule 
codex which transmitted both works. Despite the fact that fourteen of the 
seventeen manuscripts (s. ix-x11) used in the edition of Sesboüé, de Durand, 
and Doutreleau transmit Eun. and AmphSp,” there are older witnesses of 
Eun. which do not transmit AmphSp.: Vaticano, BAV, Pal. gr. 216, (s. ix°*);°8 
Moskva, GIM, Sinod. gr. 252 (Vlad. 122), (s. x; ex-Mt. Galesios, ex-Pan- 
teleimon);?? and Paris, BnF, Cois. 120, (s. x!).!°° These three manuscripts 


du Contra Eusebium de Nicéphore de Constantinople, Paris, 2012, p. 265; K.-H. UTHEMANN, 
Anastasios Sinaites. Byzantinisches Christentum in der ersten Jahrzehnten unter arabischer 
Herrschaft, 2 vols (Arbeiten zur Kirchengeschichte, 125), Berlin — Boston, 2014, I, p. 274 n. 1, 
II p. 776; M. ΡΕ Groote, The Soterios Project revisited: status quaestionis and the future 
edition, in BZ, 108 (2015), p. 70. 

% S. LILLA, Codices Vaticani Graeci. Codices 2644-2663, Vatican City, 1996, pp. 105-137; 
P. ANDRIST, Les codex grecs Adversos ludaeos conservés à la Bibliothéque Vaticane (s. XI-XVI): 
essai méthodologique pour une étude de livres manuscrits thématiques (ST, 502), Vatican 
City, 2016, pp. 340-345; M. T. RODRIQUEZ, Manoscritti cartacei del fondo del S. Salvatore, 
in RSBN, 43 (2006), p. 240 n. 269; UTHEMANN, Anastasios Sinaites [see n. 93], I, p. 274 n. 1, 
IL pp. 776-771. 

% DigiVatLib: digi.vatlib.it/view/MSS_Vat.gr.790.pt.2; DEVREESSE, Codices Vaticani Graeci. 
Codices 604-866 [see n. 15], pp. 307-314; ANDRIST, Les codex grecs [see n. 94], pp. 394-395; 
M.-F. AUZÉPY, Liturgie et art sous les Isauriens: à propos de la Dormition de Nicée, in Le 
saint, le moine et le paysan: Mélanges d'histoire byzantine offerts à Michel Kaplan (Byzantina 
Sorbonensia, 29), Paris, 2016, pp. 29-58, see p. 44 n. 42. 

% K. A. DE MEYIER, Bibliotheca Universitatis Leidensis. Codices manuscripti VI. Codices 
Vossiani Graeci et Miscellanei. Lyons, 1955, pp. 163-172; B. VANCAMP, Untersuchungen zur 
handschriftlichen Überlieferung von Platons Menon (Palingenesia, 97), Stuttgart, 2010, pp. 80-81; 
A. Bucossi, Andronici Camateri Sacrum armamentarium, pars prima (CCSG, 75), Turnhout, 
2014, pp. XLVN-XLVNI, G. JoNKERS, The Textual Tradition of Plato's Timaeus and Critias 
(Mnemosyne Supplements, 400), Leiden — Boston, 2017, p. 58. 

27 SESBOUE — DE DURAND — DOUTRELEAU, Contre Eunome [see n. 57], I, pp. 100-111, 123; 
list of manuscripts with sig/a on p. 138. 

% DigiVatLib: digi.vatlib.it/view/MSS_Pal.gr.216; H. STEVENSON, Codices Manuscripti 
Palatini Graeci Bibliothecae Vaticanae, Rome, 1885, pp. 111-112; SESBOÜÉ — DE DURAND — 
DOUTRELEAU, Contre Eunome [see n. 57], I, p. 109; on the date also M. L. AGATI, I! problema 
della progressiva divisione delle parole tra IX e X secolo, in I manoscritti greci tra riflessione 
e dibattito [see n. 26], pp. 187-208, esp. p. 193. 

9 ῬΟΝνκιξ — POLIAKOV, Greceskie rukopisi moskovskoj sinodal'noj bilioteki, [see n. 57], p. 54; 
SESBOÜÉ — DE DURAND — DOUTRELEAU, Contre Eunome [see n. 57], I, pp. 110-111, 125-126, 
130 n. 1 for origin and provenance; also A. SUCIU, The Coptic Versions of De ascetica disci- 
plina attributed to Basil of Caesarea (CPG 2980), in REB, 75 (2017), p. 68 n. 13. 

100 Gallica, permalink: ark:/12148/btv1b11000196p; ff. 2-3v and 262r-263v are copied in 
a different minuscule script s. viii/ix in Palestine; see B. L. FONKIC, Aux origines de la 
minuscule stoudite, in I manoscritti greci tra riflessione e dibattito [see n. 26], I, pp. 169-186; 
esp. pp. 184-185, 185 n. 47; K. ALPERS, Marginalien zur Überlieferung der griechischen 
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are copied in minuscule and Frag. I. 63 could not have formed part of them. 
One other candidate no longer exists: Larnaka, Μονή της Ὑπεραγίας Θεο- 
τόκου του Μαχαιρά, s.n. (Papadopoulos 4), (s. ix? or s. x?) was destroyed 
by fire on 5 September 1892.10! The destroyed codex contained Eun., Cyril 
of Alexandria's De sancta Trinitate dialogi VII (CPG 5216) and Theodoret 
of Cyrus's Expositio rectae fidei (CPG 6218). However, the unreliable 
nature of Papadopoulos's descriptions makes a ninth or tenth-century origin 
extremely unlikely.!°? Thus, Frag. I. 63 did not belong to any extant man- 
uscript transmitting Eun. 

Based on the manuscript evidence (s. ix-xvi) for the circulation of AmphSp., 
it is most probable that Frag. I. 63 was part of single-author codex which 
transmitted AmpASp. along with some of Basil's other works. There is no 
conclusive evidence from the extant manuscript context whether it would 
have included Eun. or not. In fact, the evidence shows that AmphSp. was 
able to circulate in variety of contexts, in which, for example, an epistolary 
compilation was just as likely as a dogmatic one. Likewise, of the four man- 
uscripts with closer textual affiliations there is no definitive pattern among 
the contents as a contained group, but rather as being indicative of the period. 


2.9. Conclusion 


When combined, the paleographical and codicological evidence point 
toward a ninth-century origin which excludes Rome, southern Italy, and the 
Syro-Palestinian region but favors Constantinople. As for the decorative 
program, the systems of Brubaker and Hutter do not negate this geographical 
possibility, but rather broaden it to include the immediate periphery of 
Constantinople and add more weight to a date after 850. 


Etymologika, in Ibidem, I, p. 533; DEVREESSE, Catalogue...fonds Coislin [see n. 24], pp. 109- 
111, n? 120; VAN DEUN, Z'Unionum definitiones [see n. 60], pp. 138-139; J. ANDERSON, 
Eudokia Makrembolitissa's Orthodox Miscellany: Cod. Paris. gr. 922, in AXAE, 4 ser. 29 
(2008), p. 20; CHRYSSOSTALIS, Recherches sur la tradition manuscrite [see n. 93], p. 227 n. 15; 
DE GROOTE, The Soterios Project revisited [see n. 93], pp. 70, 73 dates Cois. 120 to ca. 900. 

C. N. CONSTANTINIDES — R. BROWNING, Dated Greek Manuscripts from Cyprus to the Year 
1570 (DOS, 30 — Texts and Studies of the History of Cyprus, 11), Washington, D.C — Nicosia, 
1993, p. 25 n. 49. 

101 See Ch. PAPADOPOULOS, Περιγραφὴ μονῶν τινῶν τῆς νήσου Κύπρου μετὰ τῶν ἐν αὐταῖς 
χειρογράφων, in Σωτήρ. 13 (1890), pp. 314-320 and in Σωτήρ, 14 (1891), pp. 303-309, 342- 
349, 376-381; and CONSTANTINIDES — BROWNING, Dated Greek Manuscripts from Cyprus [see 
n. 100], pp. 28-30. 

102 The date of the manuscript is likely inaccurate if any details can be trusted at all. IIDEM, 
Dated Greek Manuscripts [see n. 100], p. 30 states, “Papadopoulos was a lawyer-antiquarian 
and his account must not be taken critically. He seems to muddle the dating of manuscripts 
and to confuse early printed texts with manuscripts, and his research seems to have been 
hurried and unsystematic." 
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In sum, Frag. I. 63 is the oldest extant manuscript of Basil's De Spiritu 
sancto and the only surviving witness copied in a majuscule script. The 
codicological characteristics of the now lost manuscript can be described 
summarily using Parpulov's format of entries:!% 270 x 214, linn. 30 [230 x 
149] interl. 8, 00C2, S10 and likely S9, no sign., F. Using all the available 
manuscript evidence from the entire sample to narrow the scope, the codex 
was probably produced as a single-author compilation of Basil's works 
copied in the Eastern Mediterranean (likely Constantinople or its hinter- 
land), ca. 850-900. 


3. Transcription 


This transcription follows the Leiden Conventions as suited to manu- 
scripts rather than to epigraphy. Breathings, accents, and punctuation are 
transcribed as they appear in the manuscript, thus expansions of nomina 
sacra do not include accents or breathings. Initials are transcribed as majus- 
cules and decorative line fillers are rendered as [/ine filler]. Word division 
is introduced, but hyphens are not added between lines. Instances where a 
compound word is separated in the manuscript as preposition and stem are 
retained including any additional breathings and accents (e.g., £v ἐργοῦσα, 
ὅτ ἂν, παρὰ πλήσιος, At ὅπερ, etc.). Lines are numbered by the column. 


Frag. I. 63.1, recto, col. a (AmphSp. 23.54.26-24.55.2 = PG 169B-169C): 


μεν ἢ TO κατὰ τὴ(ν) 
ἡμετέραν δύναμι(ν) 
διεξιέναι τὰ θαῦ 

pata:- [vac.] 

[line filler] 

+ ἔλεγχος τῆς ἀτοπίας 
τῶν un δοξαζόντω(ν) 

τὸ πν(ευμ)α: ἐκ τῆς πρὸς τά 
ἐν τῆ κτίσει δόξασ 

τὰ παραθέσεως:- 

[line filler] 

Εἶτα δόξη μὲν κ(αὶ) 

τιμῇ ἐστεφάνω 

ται ô κοινὸς αν(θρωπ)ος; 
καὶ τιμὴ καὶ εἰρή. 


Rh ha 
Un À © D -- © Ὁ ANIA Un -- ο D -- 


103 PARPULOV, The codicology [see n. 33], p. 169. 
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Frag. I. 63.1, recto, col. b (AmphSp. 24.55.8-14 = PG 169C): 
KOTO δὲ TOV ἀπό 

στολον. καὶ f| διὰ 
κονία τῆς κατακρί 

σεῶς διὰ δόξης 
Τὸσούτον οὖν δοξα 
ζομένων: τὸ πν(ευμ)α 
μόνον πᾶντων 
ἀδόξαστον εἶναι 

9 βούλει: καίτοιγε 
10 φησὶν ἢ διακονία 
11 τοῦ πν(ευματο)ς ἔσται ἐν 
12 δόξη- πῶς οὖν αὐτὸ 
13 ἀνάξιον τοῦ δοξά 
14 ζεσθαι’ καὶ μεγά 
15 An μὲν fj τοῦ δικ(αί) 


D IA tn PWN -- 


Frag. I. 63.1, verso, col. a (AmphSp. 24.55.18-24 = PG 172A): 


τὸ πν(ευμ)α τῆς OMEL 
λομένης δόξης 
ἀπόστερεῖν: [vac.] 
Ἔστω φησὶ δοξαστὸ(ν) 
ἀλλ᾽ οὐχὶ μετὰ π(ατ)ρ(ο)ς 
καὶ v(to)u τίνα ἔχει λό 
γον ἑτέραν χώρα(ν) 
ἐπινο ἐῑν TO πν(ευµατ)ι 
τὴν παρὰ τοῦ κ(υριο)υ 
τεταγμένην κα 
ταλιπόντας. καὶ 

τῆς κατὰ τὴν δό 

tav κοινωνίας à 
πὸστερεῖν: τὸ παν 
τᾳχοῦ σὺν ἄναλη 


Rh ha 
UB © D = TO MONA Un R © D -- 


Frag. I. 63.1, verso, col. b (AmphSp. 24.55.28-34 = PG 172B): 


ψιλὸν ἐν ταὶς ὑπεῤ 
χίριστο)υ ἀπολογίαις: dv 
νατὸν λαλήσαι μή 
συνεργουμένους 


Bu NR 


A NINTH-CENTURY FRAGMENT OF BASIL ΟΕ CAESAREA'S DE SPIRITU SANCTO 


παρὰ τοῦ πν(ευµατο)ς: ὡς 

ἐν εὐαγγελίοις πα 

pà τοῦ κ(υριο)υ καὶ σ(ώωτηρο)ς N 
μῶν μεμαθήκα 

μεν’ πάντα ταῦ 

τα παριδόντας καὶ 

τῆς ἐπὶ πᾶσι κοινῶ 

νίας ἐπιλαθομέ 

νους: ἀπὸ π(ατ)ρ(ο)ς καὶ υ(ιο)ὺυ 
διὰσπᾶν: οὐκ οἶδα 

εἴ τις μέτοχος πν(ευµατο)ς 
‘[ayiov συνθησε]τ[αι] 


Frag. I. 63.2, recto, col. a: (AmphSp. 26.61.17—21 = PG 180C): 


Rh he 
JA © D -- © «Ὁ oO - Ον πι 5 © ο — 


Frag. I. 63.2, recto, col. b (AmphSp. 26.61.26-32 = PG 180D-181A): 


1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 


την: οὕτως f| χάρις 
τοῦ πν(ευµατο)ς Ev τῷ ÚTO- 
δεξαµένω: ἀεὶ μὲ(ν) 
σὑμπαροῦσα οὐχὶ 

δὲ καὶ ἐν ἐργοῦσα 
διηνεκῶς: [νας.] ἐπεὶ 
Καὶ ἢ τέχνη δυνά 

pel μὲν ἐν TO τε 
χνίτη ἐστὶν. ἐν ἐρ 
γεία δὲ τότε: ὅτ ἂν 
κατ᾽ αὐτὴν ἐνεργῆ: 
οὕτω καὶ TO πν(ευμ)α: 
ἀεὶ μὲν συμπάρεσ 


[.....]ov ευκ[ολως] 

ἣν ἐδέξαντο χά[ριν] 
ἀπωθουμέν[οις οι] 

ος ἥν ὃ σαοὺ[λ και οι] 
ἐβδγομήκοντᾳ [rpe] 
σβύτεροι τῶν ὑιῶ[ν] 
ι(σρα)ηλ, πλὴν τοῦ ἐλδ[αδ] 
καὶ µωδάδ τούτοις 

γὰρ μόνοις ἐκ [παν] 

τῶν φαίνεται πα 
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11 ρὰ μεῖναν τὸ πν(ευμ)α: 
12 καὶ ὅλως εἴ τις τού 

13 τοις τὴν προαίρε 

14 σιν παρὰ πλήσιος. 

15 καὶ ὥς λόγος δὲ ἐν 

16 ψυχῆ ποτὲ μὲν ὡς 


Frag. I. 63.2, verso, col. a (AmphSp. 26.61.36-42 = PG 181A-181B): 


[αλ]λα τὸ πν(ευµ)α του [πατ]ρ[ος] 
τὸ λαλοῦν ἐν ὑμῖ(ν) 
[ηδ]η δὲ καὶ ὡς ὅλον 
[ἐν μ]έρεσι νοεῖται 
[το] πν(ευμ)α κατὰ τὴν 
τῶν χαρισμάτων 
[δ]ιανομήν: πάντες 
γάρ ἐσμὲν ἀλλήλω(ν) 
[μ]έλη: [νας.] ἔχοντες 
Δὲ χαρίσματα κατὰ 
τὴν χάριν τοῦ θ(εο)υ 
τὴν δοθείσαν HV) 
διάφορα: διὰ τοῦτο 

οὐ δύναται εἴπειν 

6 ὀφθαλμὸς TH χει 

pi χρείαν σου οὐκ έχω" 


Rh hh πα πα πα 
Ον οι R © D - © Ὁ οο I Ον πι Ῥω Ὁ m 


Frag. I. 63.2, verso, col. Ὁ (AmphSp. 26.61.48-52 = ΡΟ 181B): 


μελη [το α]υ[το pepi] 
μενώσιν ὕπερ ἀλλή 
λων κατὰ τὴν πν(ευματ)ι 
κὴν κοινωνίαν 

τῆς συμπαθείας 

αὐτοῖς ὑπαρχούσης: 

Δι ὅπερ εἴτε πάσχει 
ἓν μέλος. συνπάσ- 

χει πάντα τὰ μέλη- 
εἴτε δοξάζεται 

μέλος. συγχαίρει πά(ν) 
τα τὰ µέλη: καὶ ὡς 
µέρη δὲ £v ὅλω οἱ κα 
θένα ἐσμὲν ἐν TO 


Rh =. =.. oes 
JA © D mn © Ὁ © - Ον πι 5 © D -- 
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4. Appendix 1 


Possible codicological arrangments of Frag. I. 63 (A-D). 


A: Frag. I. 63.1 was the fourth leaf (innermost bifolium) of a quire, and 
Frag. I. 63.2 was the first leaf (outermost bifolium) of the following quire. 
Possible ruling systems: Leroy 5, 9, or 13. 


B: Frag. I. 63.1 was the sixth leaf of a quire, and Frag. I. 63.2 was the third 
leaf of the following quire. Possible ruling systems: Leroy 6, 10, or 13. 


C: Frag. I. 63.1 was the eighth leaf (outermost bifolium) of a quire, and 
Frag. I. 63.2 was the fifth leaf (innermost bifolium) of the following quire. 
Possible ruling systems: Leroy 7 or 9. 


D: Frag. I. 63.1 and Frag. I. 63.2 were conjugate leaves in the same quire 
(second bifolium), the second and seventh leaves, respectively. Possible 
ruling systems: Leroy 10 or 13. 


5. Appendix 2 


List of manuscripts cited in alphabetical order by city. 


Firenze, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, Plut. 4.27. 

Firenze, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, Plut. 86.12. 

Hagion Oros, Μονή Βατοπεδίου, 68. 

Hagion Oros, Μονή Γρηγορίου, 1 (Lambros 548). 

Hagion Oros, Μονή Ιβήρων, 354 (Lambros 4474). 

Hagion Oros, Μονή Μεγίστης Λαύρας, B 105 (Eustratiades 225). 

Hagion Oros, Μονή Μεγίστης Λαύρας, A 81 (Eustratiades 457). 

Hagion Oros, Μονή Φιλοθέου, 42 (Lambros 1805). 

Istanbul, βιβλιοθήκη του Οικομενικού Πατριαρχείου, Panaghia 175. 

Larnaka, Μονή της Ὑπεραγίας Θεοτόκου του Μαχαιρά, s.n. (Papado- 
poulos 4). 

Leiden, Bibliotheek der Rijksuniversiteit, Voss. gr. Q. 54. 

London, British Library, Additional MS 22509. 

Meteora, Μονή Μεταμορφώσεως, 591. 

Milano, Biblioteca Ambrosiana, E 10 inf. 

Milano, Biblioteca Ambrosiana, H 257 inf. 

Moskva, Gosudarstvennyj Istori¢eskij Muzej, Sinod. gr. 23 (Vladimir 127). 

Moskva, Gosudarstvennyj Istoriceskiz Muzej, Sinod. gr. 252 (Vladimir 122). 

München, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek, Cod. Graec. 466. 

Notre Dame (Indiana), University of Notre Dame, Hesburgh Library, Frag. I. 63. 

Oxford, Bodleian Library, Auct. E. 2. 9 (Misc. 37). 

Oxford, Bodleian Library, Barocci 228. 
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Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France, Coislin 20. 

Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France, Coislin 120. 

Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France, gr. 506. 

Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France, gr. 510. 

Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France, gr. 923. 

Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France, gr. 965. 

Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France, gr. 966. 

Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France, suppl. gr. 1155. 

Patmos, Μονή του Αγίου Ιωάννου του Θεολόγου, 184. 

Roma, Biblioteca Angelica, 79 (C. 3. 5). 

Sankt-Peterburg, Rossijskaá Akademia Nauk, Biblioteka, RAIK 194. 
Sina’, Μονή της Αγίας Αικατερίνης, gr. 210. 

Sma’, Μονή της Αγίας Αικατερίνης, Harris App. 16, 22. 

Sina’, Μονή της Αγίας Αικατερίνης, NE MT 12. 

Vaticano (Città del), Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Pal. gr. 216. 
Vaticano (Città del), Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 408. 
Vaticano (Città del), Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 428. 
Vaticano (Città del), Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 699. 
Vaticano (Città del), Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 790. 
Vaticano (Città del), Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 2144. 
Vaticano (Città del), Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 2209. 
Vaticano (Città del), Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 2625. 
Vaticano (Città del), Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. gr. 2658. 
Venezia, Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, gr. Z. 58 (2499). 
Venezia, Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, gr. Z. 66 (5352). 

Wien, Österreichische Nationalbibliothek, cod. Theol. 18. 

Wien, Österreichische Nationalbibliothek, cod. Theol. gr. 142. 
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RESUME 


Cet article fournit une description analytique, une transcription et des analyses 
paléographique, codicologique et textuelle d'un fragment jusqu'ici inconnu, faisant 
partie du De Spiritu sancto de Basile de Césarée (CPG 2839). Le fragment (Univer- 
sité de Notre Dame, Bibliothéque de Hesburgh, Frag. I. 63) est écrit en « maiuscola 
ogivale inclinata ». L'auteur situe le fragment dans la seconde moitié du IX* siècle 
et se consacre sur l'éventuelle origine constantinopolitaine, ainsi sur le contenu du 
codex perdu. Cela permet de conclure que le Frag. I. 63 est le témoin le plus ancien 
du De Spiritu sancto et le seul manuscrit à majuscules du texte. 


ESTUDIOS SOBRE EL TEXTO ΡΕ LOS PARALLELA MINORA: 
EL PARISINUS GR. 1957 (F)* 


PRESENTACIÓN 


El Parisinus graecus 1957, comünmente designado con la sigla F, es 
el más antiguo de los manuscritos conservados con los Parallela minora!, 
un heterogéneo compendio de relatos transmitido entre los Moralia de 
Plutarco (Mor. 305A-316B), pero generalmente considerado pseudepígrafo?. 


* Realizado gracias a la generosidad de los profesores Aurelio Pérez Jiménez y Juan 
Francisco Martos Montiel de la Universidad de Málaga y tras la estancia de investigación en 
la Università degli Studi di Napoli “Federico II", dentro del Programa del Plan Propio de 
Investigación de la Universidad de Granada. 

! La edición moderna más completa es la de A. DE LAZZER, Plutarco. Paralleli minori, 
Napoli, 2000, pues contempla 25 codd., la teubneriana de W. NACHSTÄDT, Plutarchi Moralia, Il, 
Leipzig, 1971? solo 22 códices; la edición de F. DÜBNER, Plutarchi Chaeronensis scripta mora- 
lia, IV, Paris, 1841 se basa principalmente en testimonios parisinos y el texto de F. C. BABBIT, 
Plutarch's Moralia, IV, London, 1936 es una mera revisión, no una edición crítica, que aporta 
numerosas emendationes; la edición de J. BOULOGNE, Plutarque. Œuvres Morales, IV, Paris, 
2002 solo tiene en cuenta 13 codd. y presenta, además, bastantes erratas, como señaló en su reseña 
C. P. Jones en CR, 53 (2003), pp. 321-323; finalmente, la edición de G. H. BERNARDAKIS, 
Plutarchi Chaeronensis Moralia, 1, Lipsiae, 1898, revisada y editada como P. D. BERNARDA- 
KIS — H. G. INGENKAMP, Plutarchi Chaeronensis Moralia, U, Athenae, 2009, es defectuosa en 
numerosos aspectos y no mejora la clásica editio minor, cf. Á. IBANEZ CHACÓN, ¿De minora 
a maiora? Los Parallela minora en la nueva editio maior de los Moralia, en Ploutarchos, 
n.s. 9 (2011-2012), pp. 37-48. Para nuestra futura edición realizaremos una nueva colación de 
todos los mss., excerpta, ediciones y marginalia, añadiendo un ejemplar recentissimus: el 
ms. 242 del Museo Histórico Nacional de Atenas, cuya naturaleza, origen y filiación está por 
determinar, cf. por ahora S. LAMPROS, Κατάλογος τῶν κωδίκων τῶν èv Ἀθήναις βιβλιοθηκῶν, 
IL, en NE, 10 (1913), pp. 181-191: p. 182, que lo fecha en el s. XVIII. 

? Véase, principalmente, I. SCHLERETH, De Plutarchi quae feruntur Parallelis minoribus, 
Friburgi, 1931 (con resena de W. SCHMID en Phil.Woch., 52 [1932], pp. 625-634); R. HERCHER, 
Plutarchi libellus de fluviis, Lipsiae, 1851; F. JACOBY, Die Überlieferung von ps.-Plutarchs 
Parallela minora und die Schwindelautoren, en Mnemosyne, 8 (1940), pp. 73-144; K. ZIEGLER, 
Plutarco, trad. it. Brescia, 1965 (ed. or. 1951), pp. 274-277; M. MAZZA, Il vero e l'immaginato. 
Profezia, narrativa e storiografia nel mondo romano, Roma, 1999, pp. 108-112; G. D’Ippo- 
LITO, Plutarco pseudepigrafo, en I. GALLO (ed.), L'eredità culturale di Plutarco dall'Antichità 
al Rinascimento. Atti del VII Convegno plutarcheo, Milano-Gargnano, 28-30 maggio 1997, 
Napoli, 1998, pp. 29-54; IDEM, Generi letterari e problemi pseudoepigrafici nel corpus plu- 
tarcheo, en I. GALLO — C. MORESCHINI (eds.), J generi letterari in Plutarco. Atti del VIII 
Convegno plutarcheo, Pisa, 2-4 giugno 1999, Napoli, 2000, pp. 335-344; B. SCARDIGLI, // 
concetto del tempo nei Parallela Minora di Plutarco, en H. HEFTNER — K. TOMASCHITZ (eds.), 
Ad fontes! Festschrift für Gerbard Dobesch, Wien, 2004, pp. 193-200; Á. IBÁREZ CHACÓN, 
Los Parallela minora atribuidos a Plutarco (Mor. 305A-316B): introducción, edición, traduc- 
ción y comentario (Tesis Doctoral inédita), Málaga, 2014 (reseñada por J.F. MARTOS MONTIEL 
en Ploutarchos, n.s. 13 [2016], pp. 116-119). 
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Ya Wyttenbach había fechado F “ante saeculum XIII”? y Omont propuso 
de forma genérica el s. ΧΙ΄, datación que ha sido admitida por algunos, 
si bien otros lo adelantan a finales del s. Χό o lo atrasan en torno al s. XII’; 
sea como sea, F pertenece al grupo de manuscritos de Mor. anteriores a la 
labor editora de Planudes*. 

F es un manuscrito membranáceo de 324 x 252 mm y una caja de 226 x 
155 mm, copiado en "escritura perlada" (cf. infra) a plena página, con 
29 líneas por folio y 39 caracteres aprox. por línea?. Se compone actual- 
mente de 251 folios, pero la numeración moderna de los mismos es irregu- 
lar: de fol. 95 salta a fol. 97, añade fol. 99bis, fol. 154bis y aúna fols. 172- 
173 y fols. 202-203. Se ha encuadernado ya mutilado: el primer tratado, 
Stoic. rep., empieza en Mor. 1039D, y del último, X orat. uit., solo conserva 
dos folios, interrumpiéndose en Mor. 386B 10. La parte interna, que es la que 


5 D. WYTTENBACH, Plutarchi Chaeronensis Moralia, I, Oxonii, 1795, p. LXXVI. 

^ H. OMONT, Inventaire sommaire des manuscrits grecs de la Bibliothèque nationale, I, 
Paris, 1888, p. 171; también M. TREU, De codicibus nonnullis Parisinis Plutarchi Moralium 
narratio, Jauer, 1871, p. 9. 

5 Así BERNARDAKIS, Plutarchi [ver n. 1], p. xxiv; V. HAHN, De Plutarchi Moralium codicibus 
quaestiones selectae, Cracoviae, 1905, p. 9; C. G. LOWE, The manuscript tradition of Pseudo- 
Plutarch's Vitae Decem Oratorum, Illinois, 1924, p. 17; DE LAZZER, Paralleli [ver n. 1], p. 89. 

6 M. POHLENZ, Plutarchi Moralia, 1, Leipzig, 1974”, p. xxt; J. IRIGOIN, Histoire du texte 
des (Euvres morales de Plutarque, en R. FLACELIERE — J. IRIGOIN — J. SIRINELLI — A. PHILIPPON, 
Plutarque. Œuvres Morales, 1.1, Paris, 1987, pp. CCXXVI-CCCI: p. CCXLV; I. GALLO — E. PET- 
TINE, Plutarco. Come distinguere l'adulatore dall'amico, Napoli, 1988, p. 29; S. MARTINELLI 
TEMPESTA, La tradizione manoscritta dei Moralia di Plutarco. Riflessioni per una messa a 
punto, en G. PACE — P. VOLPE CACCIATORE (eds.), Gli scritti di Plutarco: traduzione, ricezione, 
commento. Atti del IX Convegno della International Plutarch Society, Ravello, 29 settembre - 
1 ottobre 2011, Napoli, 2013, pp. 273-288: p. 279. 

7 Entre los ss. XI-XII lo sitúan H. WEGEHAUPT, Beiträge zur Textgeschichte der Moralia 
Plutarchs, en Philologus, 64 (1905), pp. 391-413: p. 399; M. MANFREDINI, Codici Plutarchei 
contenenti Vitae e Moralia, en I. GALLO (ed.), Sulla tradizione manoscritta dei Moralia di 
Plutarco. Atti del Convegno salernitano del 4-5 dicembre 1986, Salerno, 1988, pp. 103-122: 
p. 122, n. 85; en el s. XII WYTTENBACH, Plutarchi [ver n. 3], p. LXx, DÜBNER, Plutarchi [ver 
n. 1], p. 2. 

8 Véase el elenco de códices en MARTINELLI TEMPESTA, La tradizione manoscritta [ver 
n. 6], pp. 278-280, con la bibliografía pertinente; en concreto sobre la recensio Constantiniana 
M. MANFREDINI, La recensio Constantiniana di Plutarco, en G. PRATO (ed.), / manoscritti 
greci tra riflessione e dibattito. Atti del V Colloquio Internazionale di Paleografia Greca, 
Cremona 4-10 ottobre 1998, Firenze, 2000, IL, pp. 655-663. 

? Elementos que para J. IRIGOIN, Pour une étude des centres de copie byzantins, en Scripto- 
rium, 13 (1959), pp. 177-209: p. 186 lo asocian al scriptorium de Efrén; acerca de las caracte- 
rísticas gráficas y codicológicas de los mss. producidos en el scriptorium de este monje constan- 
tinopolitano del s. X cf. las síntesis de P. DEGNI, || periodo mediobizantino, en E. CRIsCI — P. DEGNI 
(eds.), La scrittura greca dalla'Antichità all'epoca della stampa, Roma, 2014, pp. 127-178: 
pp. 143-145 y L. PERRIA, Γραφίς. Una historia de la escritura griega libraría del siglo IV a.C. 
al siglo XVI d.C., Madrid, 2018 (or. Roma 2011), pp. 100-103, con la bibliografía precedente. 

10 También hay una laguna interna en este opúsculo, cf. LOWE, The manuscript tradition 
[ver n. 5], p. 17. 
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nos interesa aqui, tambien ha sufrido los avatares de la transmisiön y, en el 
caso de par. min.!!, se ha perdido desde Mor. 308B.11 hasta Mor. 312A.7, 
es decir, desde el final de par. min. 10B hasta la mitad de par. min. 26B'?. 
En contra de lo que señala Nachstádt!*, sí hay en el manuscrito advertencia 
moderna de la pérdida de las cuatro páginas, según figura en la esquina 
superior derecha del fol. 182r y en italiano: “manca (sic) quattro carte”. 
Estos accidentes materiales afectan a la unidad codicológica original: mien- 
tras que la pérdida inicial es fácil de calcular!*, la parte final del manuscrito 
queda más confusa, dado que a partir de fol. 233r no se detecta la signatura 
de los fascículos, indicada hasta entonces de forma regular en el margen 
inferior correspondiente; no obstante, teniendo en cuenta la irregular folia- 
ción ya indicada y las pérdidas internas, se puede decir que la mayoría de 
los fascículos son cuaterniones, con dos octoniones consecutivos (fasc. v y 10’, 
fols. 70r-85v y fols. 86r-100v respectivamente), dos quiniones (fasc. 16” y 
ke”, fols. 141r-150v y fols. 200r-208v respectivamente) y un ternión (fasc. 
un’, fols. 151r-154bis.v). Esta estructura codicológica afecta solo al final del 
manuscrito, pues no hay duda de que comenzaba con el tratado Stoic. rep.; 
la pérdida del final y la ausencia de la numeración de los fascículos a partir 
del fol. 233r impide asegurar que el último tratado fuera X orat. uit. Por otro 
lado, la copia de los opüsculos no atiende a articulaciones materiales, sino que 
se suceden de forma continua y ningün tratado comienza en un fascículo: 
estamos, pues, ante un manuscrito estructuralmente informe, pero textual- 
mente unitario. 
F contiene solo 16 opüsculos'®: 


Fols. 1r-21v: Stoic. rep. (66: Mor. 1033A-1057C) 
Fols. 21v-33v: prof. uirt. (3: Mor. 75A-86A) 

Fols. 33v-55v: ser. num. uind. (4: Mor. 548A568A) 
Fols. 55v-64v: bruta anim. (64: Mor. 985D-992E) 
Fols. 64v-94v: soll. anim. (67: Mor. 959 A-985C) 


11 Así, por ejemplo, la pérdida de un folio tras fol. 54v afecta a ser. num. uind. 566E-567D, 
cf. B. EINARSON — P. DE Lacy, The manuscript tradition of Plutarch Moralia 548A-612B, en 
Classical Philology, 46 (1951), pp. 93-110: p. 93. 

12 Para una correcta localización de las referencias damos las citas según la edición de DE 
LAZZER, Paralleli [ver n. 1]. 

13 NACHSTÄDT, Plutarchi [ver n. 1], p. xxm: “In F desunt post fol. 181v sine nota duo folia 
[...] tertia igitur fere pars opusculi". 

14 Según E. VALGIGLIO, Plutarco. Il progresso nella virtú, Napoli, 1989, p. 45 se han perdido 
al menos cinco tratados. 

'S Acerca de la tipología de los manuscritos misceláneos M. ΜΑΝΙΑΟΙ, Il codice greco non 
unitario. Tipologie e terminologia, en Segno e Testo, 2 (2004), pp. 75-107 y F. RONCONI, / 
manoscritti greci miscellanei. Ricerche su esemplari dei secoli IX-XII, Spoleto, 2007, pp. 1-32. 

16 Las abreviaturas son las de ZIEGLER, Plutarco [ver n. 2], pp. 391-392, y la numeración 
de los opúsculos la de POHLENZ, Plutarchi [ver n. 6], pp. xiv-xvit, según el “orden planudeo” 
del Par. gr. 1672 (sigla E). 


278 ÁLVARO IBÁNEZ CHACÓN 


Fols. 95r-105r: E ap. Delph. (68: Mor. 384C-394C) 
Fols. 105r-137r: def. orac. (69: Mor. 409E-438D) 

Fols. 137v-144v: cap. ex inim. ut. (5: Mor. 86B-92F) 
Fols. 144v-171v: adulat. (7: Mor. 48E-74E) 

Fols. 171v-176r: amic. mult. (16: Mor. 93A-97B) 

Fols. 176r-178r: an. corp. affect. (19: Mor. 500B-502A) 
Fols. 178r-186v: par. min. (61: Mor. 305B-316A) 
Fols. 186v-198r: fort. Rom. (56: Mor. 316B-326C) 
Fols. 198r-220r: Alex. fort. uirt. (57: Mor. 326D-345B) 
Fols. 220r-250v: praec. ger. reip. (58: Mor. 798A-825F) 
Fols. 250v-252r: X orat. uit. (63: Mor. 832B-852C) 


De acuerdo con esto, el modelo de F estaba relacionado de alguna manera 
con el Marc. gr. 250 (sigla X, siglos X-XI)", pero la importancia de F radica 
en que fue uno de los ejemplares utilizados por Máximo Planudes para la 
elaboración del Ambr. 126 C inf. (sigla a), primer proyecto de edición del 
corpus Plutarcheum llevado a cabo por él mismo y su equipo de copistas!®, 
habiéndose identificado en F la letra y el hábito corrector del monje!”. De su 


17 Cf. WEGEHAUPT, Beiträge [ver n. 7], p. 399; MANFREDINI, Codici Plutarchei [ver n. 7], 
p. 122 n. 85. 

18 Vid., principalmente, M. TREU, Zur Geschichte der Überlieferung von Plutarchs Mora- 
lia, III, Breslau, 1884, pp. 10-12; H. WEGEHAUPT, Planudes und Plutarch, en Philologus, 73 
(1914), pp. 244-252: p. 244; J. B. TITCHENER, The manuscript tradition of Plutarch's Aetia 
Graeca and Aetia Romana, Illinois, 1924, pp. 31-35; Lowe, The manuscript tradition [ver 
n. 5], pp. 27-30; EINARSON — DE Lacy, The manuscript tradition [ver n. 11], pp. 94 y 102-104; 
A. TURYN, Dated Manuscripts of the Thirteenth and Fourteenth Centuries in the Libraries of 
Italy, Urbana — Chicago — London, 1972, pp. 81-87; PH. STADTER, Planudes, Plutarch and 
Pace of Ferrara, en Italia Medioevale e Umanistica, 16 (1973), pp. 137-162; B. HILLYARD, 
The medieval tradition of Plutarch De audiendo, en RHT, 7 (1977), pp. 1-56: pp. 26-27, 29-30 
y 35-36; M. MANFREDINI, Codici plutarchei di umanisti italiani, en Annali della Scuola Nor- 
male Superiore di Pisa, 17 (1987), pp. 1001-1043: pp. 1002-1003; A. GARZYA, Planude e 
il testo dei Moralia, en GALLO, Sulla tradizione manoscritta [ver n. 7], pp. 39-53: pp. 42-43; 
F. VENDRUSCOLO, L’edizione planudea della Consolatio ad Apollonium e le sue fonti, en Bollet- 
tino dei Classici, 15, (1994), pp. 29-85: pp. 31-32 y 76-79; I. PÉREZ MARTÍN, Nuevos códices 
planudeos de Plutarco, en C. SCHRADER — V. RAMÓN PALERM — J. VELA TEJADA (eds.), Plu- 
tarco y la Historia. Actas del V Simposio Espanol sobre Plutarco, Zaragoza, 20-22 de junio 
de 1996, Zaragoza, 1997, pp. 385-403: p. 385; R. CABALLERO, La tradición manuscrita del 
De exilio de Plutarco, en Annali della Scuola Normale Superiore di Pisa, ser. IV, 5.1 (2000), 
pp. 159-185: p. 160; S. MARTINELLI TEMPESTA, Studi sulla tradizione testuale del De tranqui- 
llitate animi di Plutarco, Firenze, 2006, pp. 50-54; A. ROLLO, Per la storia del Plutarco 
ambrosiano (C 126 inf.), en F. BONANNO, Plutarco. Parallela minora. Traduzione latina di 
Guarino Veronese, Messina, 2008, pp. 95-129, que plantea como fecha de copia 1294. 

19 Véase el estudio de A. RESCIGNO, Planude e il codice di Plutarco Parisinus Gr. 1957, 
en I. GALLO (ed.), Ricerche plutarchee, Napoli, 1992, pp. 145-160, centrado en E ap. Delph. 
y def. orac., pero con notas sobre otros tratados. Sobre la grafía de Planudes vid. TURYN, 
Dated Manuscripts [ver n. 18], pp. 28-39; N. G. WILSON, Planudes and Triclinius, en GRBS, 
19 (1978), pp. 389-394; IDEM, Miscellanea Palaeographica. I. Planudes and Triclinius again, 
en GRBS 22 (1981), pp. 395-397; M. FoRMENTIN, La grafia di Massimo Planude, en JÓB, 32 
(1982), pp. 87-96; D. BIANCONI, Un altro Plutarco di Planude, en Segno e Testo, 9 (2011), 
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traslado de Bizancio a Italia no hay ningün dato, pero estä claro que F tuvo 
que viajar a Occidente junto con otros muchos libros durante el trasvase 
cultural previo a la caida de Constantinopla; asi, aparece en la primera mitad 
del s. XVI en el fondo de la rica biblioteca del Cardenal Niccolò Ridolfi?, 
siendo después adquirido por Catalina de Medici, de donde pasó a la Biblio- 
teca Real?! y finalmente a la Biblioteca Nacional de Francia”. 


ANÁLISIS PALEOGRÁFICO 


Como adelantábamos, F está escrito en “escritura perlada” (Perlschrift, 
Perlscript, style perlé, scrittura a perle), una letra minúscula caligráfica que 
surge a finales del s. X, predominando en Constantinopla y las provincias 
durante todo el s. XI y extendiendo su influencia hasta el s. XII, mayori- 
tariamente destinada a la copia de obras religiosas?. Es un tipo de letra 
equilibrada y sopesada que raras veces se extralimita del módulo regular de 
escritura y muy excepcionalmente incorpora mayúsculas”. En este sentido, 


pp. 113-130; S. MARTINELLI TEMPESTA, Per l'identificazione della scrittura latina di Massimo 
Planude, en Italia Medioevale e Umanistica, 46 (2005), pp. 377-383. 

2 Sobre la cual véase el completo estudio de D. MURATORE, La biblioteca del cardinale 
Niccoló Ridolfi, 2 vols., Alessandria, 2009. A diferencia de otros importantes códices plutar- 
queos, no hay datos de que F perteneciera al erudito bizantino Jano Láscaris, cuya biblioteca 
absorbió Ridolfi; véase especialmente P. ΡΕ NOLHAC, /nventaire des manuscrits grecs de Jean 
Lascaris, en Mélanges de l'école francaise de Rome, 6 (1886), pp. 251-274; A. PONTANI, Per 
la biografía, le lettere, i codici, le versioni di Giano Lascaris, en M. CORTESI — E.V. MALTESE 
(eds.), Dotti bizantini e libri greci nell’Italia del secolo XV. Atti del Convegno internazionale, 
Trento 22-23 ottobre 1990, Napoli 1992, pp. 363-433; D. E. JACKSON, An Old Book List 
Revisited: Greek Manuscripts of Janus Lascaris from the Library of Cardinal Niccolö Ridolfi, 
en Manuscripta, 43-44 (1999-2000), pp. 77-133; B. MONDRAIN, Janus Lascaris copista et ses 
livres, en PRATO, / manoscritti greci [ver n. 8], pp. 17-426; MURATORE, La biblioteca [ver 
supra], I, pp. 157-173; D. SPERANZI, La biblioteca dei Medici. Appunti sulla storia della 
formazione del fondo greco della libreria medicea privata, en G. ARBIZZONI — C. BIANCA — 
M. PERUZZI (eds.), Principi e signori. Le biblioteche nella seconda metà del Quattrocento. Atti 
del Convegno di Urbino, 5-6 giugno 2008, Urbino, 2010, pp. 217-264; IDEM, Michele Trivoli 
e Giano Lascari. Appunti su copisti e manoscritti greci tra Corfü e Firenze, en Studi Slavistici, 
7 (2010), pp. 263-297, con abundantes referencias y la bibliografía precedente. 

?! Asífigura en el Catalogus librorum Reginae Matris conservado en el Vat. Reg. lat. 1491, 
cf. MURATORE, La biblioteca [ver n. 20], II, p. 602. 

2 En Francia fue utilizado por Amyot para su versión de los Moralia, como hemos seña- 
lado en Á. ΙΒΑΚΕΖ CHACÓN, Estudios sobre el texto de los Parallela minora: los marginalia 
de Amyot en la editio Basileensis, en Eikasmos, 28 (2017), pp. 339-351. 

23 La denominación es de H. HUNGER, Studien zur griechischen Paläographie, Wien, 1954, 
pp. 22-32. 

24 Vid. P. CANART — L. PERRIA, Les écritures livresques des XI“ et ΧΙΙ siècles, en P. CANART, 
Études de paléographie et de codicologie, 2 vols., Città del Vaticano, 2008, II, pp. 950-952; 
DEGNI, Il periodo mediobizantino [ver n. 9], pp. 140-141; PERRIA, T pagiç [ver n. 9], pp. 109- 
114. 
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aparte de los deslices cometidos por el copista, en F solo se constata la 
presencia de mayüsculas en: 


— Inscriptio (fol. 177v 26-27) y subscriptio (fol. 186v 5), con restos de mayüs- 
cula en a, y, n, U, V, T, O, V y ©. 

— Las iniciales en posición destacada, pero en determinados casos estas no se 
corresponden con el comienzo de una palabra: fol. 178v 5-6 oatp&-Ilng; 
fols. 179r 19-179v 1 λακε-ΙΔαιμονίων; fol. 180r 13-14 κε-Λαινὸν; fol. 180v 
23-24 πυραί-Χμης; fol.; 182v 28-29 βασι-Λεὺς 182r 24; fol. 183r 9-10 ἐχόν- 
Tov; fol. 183r 19-20 πελοπο-Νησιακῷ; fol. 184r 23-24 σοῦ-Περ; fol. 185v 
12-13 ἀκραγαν- Τίνων; fol. 186r 7-8 τρού-Οκων. Este proceso de identifica- 
ción de los relatos no se ha cumplido sistemáticamente (cf. infra) y en una 
ocasión el copista olvidó añadir la inicial, leyéndose solo «θΣυγάτηρ 184v 23. 

— La numeración in margine de las narrationes; sin embargo, hay que tener en 
cuenta que la pérdida de los dos folios centrales impide tener seguridad del 
irregular cómputo de los relatos llevado a cabo por el copista: hasta par. min. 
9 contabiliza los dos pares de narrationes como uno solo, distinguiendo a 
continuación entre par. min 10A y par. min. 10B. Este descuadre será detec- 
tado posteriormente —quizá por el propio Planudes (cf. infra)- y se corrige 
la numeración, siendo errónea a partir de par. min. 27. En par. min. 34-36 no 
se distingue la numeración seguida, si bien a partir de par. min. 37 vuelve la 
doble numeración (original y corregida), hasta par. min. 41, con el número p. 


En definitiva, el copista de F recurre a unos sutiles y poco marcados 
recursos de escritura distintiva o publicitaria (mayüsculas, color, posición 
destacada)^6, resaltando determinadas partes del texto escrito de forma con- 
tinua, sin espacios ni intertítulos, y, en el caso de la numeración, ha sido 
corregida por su irregularidad. 

En cuanto a la caligrafía, se siguen las convenciones gráficas de la “escritura 
perlada”, comunes a gran parte de las minúsculas librarias?”, con las siguientes 
particularidades: 


— El trazo alargado del pie de α hace que en ocasiones pueda confundirse con 
@ cuando no queda unido a la letra siguiente. Raras veces utiliza alfa uncial, 


25 La numeración de los relatos está consignada solo en F, E y en un ejemplar de la fami- 
lia 6; la recensio Planudea, en cambio, utiliza otros recursos distintivos (capitales en posición 
destacada, color de las iniciales, espacios en blanco, etc.), lo que indica que este aspecto 
genuino de la transmisión antigua de par. min. es modificado en la tradición planudea, como 
también ocurre con la numeración interna/externa, cf. Á. IBÁÑEZ CHACÓN, Cifras y letras en 
los manuscritos de los Parallela minora, en prensa en Plutarco, entre dioses y astros. 

26 Acerca del concepto de escritura distintiva o publicitaria y los mecanismos de distinción 
gráfica H. HUNGER, Minuskel und Auszeichnungsschriften im 10.-12. Jahrhundert, en J. GLÉNIS- 
SON — J. BOMPAIRE — J. IRIGOIN (eds.), La Paléographie grecque et byzantine, Paris, 1977, 
pp. 201-220; G. CAVALLO, /niziali, scritture distintive, fregi. Morfologie e funzioni, en C. SCALON 
(ed.), Libri e documenti d'Italia: dai Longobardi alla rinascita delle città, Udine, 1996, 
pp. 15-34; V. GARCÍA LOBO, La escritura publicitaria en la Península Ibérica. Siglos X-XIII, en 
W. KOCH -- CH. STEININGER (eds.), Inschrift und Material, Inschrift und Buchschrift. Fachtagung 
für Mittelalterliche und Neuzeitliche Epigraphik, Ingolstadt 1997, München, 1999, pp. 151-202. 

27 Vid. CANART, Études de paléographie [ver n. 24], II, pp. 881-894. 
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generalmente al final de línea: fol. 178v 6 παραγενόµενος; fol. 179r 1 χεῖρας; 
fol. 181r 10 ὀφθαλμόν; fol. 181r 25 παρελθούσης; fol. 181v 15 πάντας; 
fol. 182r 6 μητράδελφοι; fol. 184r 5 ἀνανευσάντων; fol. 184v 13 σπασα- 
μένη; fol. 185r 3 διαδεξαμένους; fol. 185r 18 μετὰ; fol. 185r 19 κασάνδρας 
post correctionem; fol. 185v 26 ἄλλοις; fol. 186v 3 πραώσεστον. 

— Beta se escribe con una grafía muy similar a u, lo que produce confusiones 
de lectura con u, v y K; no es frecuente el uso de la forma con ojuelos p: 
fol. 179r 23 βασιλέα; fol. 181r 2 βασιλεὺς. 

E Épsilon presenta el ductus habitual de la forma encrestada?*; no obstante, 
también se constata —de manera aislada en proporción- el tipo semicircular, 
por ejemplo: fol. 179r 7 ἐπέθηκε; fol. 179r 22 εἶναι; fol. 179v 9 νεκρῶν; 
fol. 179v 10 £x; fols. 178 6; 179v 26; 179v 29; 180r 15; 180v 8; 26; 182r 
10; 182r 21; 183r 1; 183r 6; 183r 23; 184r 14; 185r 25; 185v 26 ante 
correctionem, 186r 5, 186r 18 εἰς; fol. 180r 6 ἀφείλετο; fol. 180r 29 ἐδόθη; 
fol. 181r 11 εἰπόντος; fol. 181v 5 κατηνέχθησαν; fol. 182v 5 ἑαυτὴν, etc.; 
incluso alternando ambas formas en la misma palabra: fol. 180r 24 γενέ- 
σθαι; fol. 182r 1 ἀπέκτεινε; fol. 182r 4 ἐκεῖνος; fol. 182r 8 συγγενεῖς; 
fols. 182r 17; fol. 182r 19 παρέδωκε; fol. 182r 19 ἐλεηθεῖσα; fol. 183r 27 
ἑωρακέναι; fol. 183v 10 εἶπεν, etc. 

— Eta se escribe con un trazo inicial elevado por encima del resto de letras en 
dirección contraria a la grafía actual, de forma muy similar a h. Con frecuencia 
se utiliza la mayúscula de reducido tamaño, por ejemplo: fol. 178v 3 ¿¿ehe- 
ξάμην; ἀθηναῖοι 178v 9 ἐξελεξάμην; fol. 178v, 11 πολύζηλος; fol. 178v 25 
ξέρξης; fol. 179v 6 περιειλείφθησαν; fols. 180r 16, 180v 13 χρησμὸν; 
fol. 181r 29 θυγάτηρ; fol. 182r 2 μόνης; fol. 183r 14 καλλισθένης; fol. 183v 
3 σύγκλητος; fols. 184v 23, 185r 9 ἄρης, etc., alternando ambas en una 
misma palabra: fol. 180v 18 στρατηγήσας; fol. 184v 6 κεκοσμημένης. 

— Para theta la forma cerrada 0 se alterna la abierta 9, esta unida en escritura 
continua al resto de letras (así, por ejemplo, fol. 181r 5 ἐπέϑετο: fol. 181r 
10 ἐτοξεύϑη; fol. 181r 27 ἐπεξενώϑη; fol. 181v 5 κατηνέχϑησαν; fol. 181v 
19 παρϑένου; fol. 182v 4 μαθὼν; fol. 182v 26 ἐλευθερία; fol. 183r 9 
ἀθηναίων; fol. 183v 1 ϑεόφιλος; fol. 184r 2 ἀπελευϑέρας; fol. 184v 3 
ϑεὸς, etc.), mientras que 0 puede presentar un cuerpo muy delgado y el 
trazo horizontal muy marcado (cf. fol. 178v 9 ἀθηναῖοι; fol. 178v 17 ἐχει- 
ροκοπήθη; fol. 181r 13 ὀφθαλμὸν; fol. 181v 8 ἀθυμήσαντες; fol. 181v 5 
πλίνθῳ; fol. 182r 6 μουθίας; fol. 182v 1 θυγατέρας; fol. 183r 7 ἐπελθόντες; 
fol. 183v 1 ἠπατήθη; fol. 184r 20 ἀπολέσθαι; fol. 184v 25 ἐρύμανθον, 
etc.). La proporción es de 0 69% : 9 31%. 

— La iota presenta en ocasiones un trazo que supera el cuerpo del resto de 
letras: fol. 180v 12 Ἠπειρώτιν (ante correctionem, cf. infra); fol. 181r 8 
ἐπὶ; fol. 181v 20 τετάρσι sic; fol. 182v 27 φοροῦσιν; fol. 184v 11 θύωσιν; 
fol. 185r 5 βυζάντιος; fol. 185v 7 νέμεσις, etc. F no anota por norma general 
la iota adscrita y los casos constatados podrían ser un añadido durante la 
transcripción del modelo en mayúscula (fol. 179r 7 βομῶι; fol. 178v 21 ἧι; 
fol. 179v 11 τροπαιούχωι; fols. 179v 27, 180v 23; 184v 9 τρίτηι; fol. 180r 
17 ἐμβάληι; fols. 180r 24, 181r 27 ὧι; fol. 180v 6 τερρασακοστῶι; fol. 180v 
9 γῆι; fols. 180v 10, 181r 8, 183v 22, 184r 26, 185v 7 τῶι; fols. 180v 13, 


28 Cf. CANART, Études de paléographie [ver n. 24], II, 890-894 (pl. 4). 
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186r 19, 186r 27 ἴδηι; fol. 180v 14 ποιήσηι; fol. 181r 9 ποταμῶι; fol. 181r 11 
φιλίππωι; fol. 181r 15 μακεδονιῶι; fol. 181r 28 ἠριγόνηι; fol. 181r 8 βρόχωι; 
fol. 182r 5 καττηγγυημένηι; fol. 182v 8 Svat; fol. 182v 26 ήν; fols. 183r 4, 
184v11, 185v 4, 185v 19 τῆι; fol. 183r 4 ἁλήπτωι; fol. 183r 4 συνουσίαι; 
fols. 183r 22, 183v 7 βουλῆι; fol. 184v 9 μυθικῆι; fol. 185r 7 κυνηγίαι; 
fol. 185r 8 ἰουλίαι; fol. 185r 20 στροφίωι; fol. 185v 4 τέχνηι; fol. 185v 7 
ῥοπόλοι; fol. 185v 17 αὐτῆι; fol. 185v 19 δευτέρωι; fol. 185v 27 πάθηι; 
fol. 186r 25 τρίτωι). si bien hay dos ejemplos en los que por error se ha añadido 
una iota adscrita al nominativo: fol. 181r 29 ἐντωρίαι; fol. 185r 26 φαβίαι. 
Los trazos de kappa se encuentran levemente separados y en ocasiones se 
escribe con un cuerpo mucho mayor que el resto de letras, por ejemplo 
fol. 182v 4 ἔγκυον; fol. 182v 20 ἀνάγκην; fol. 183r 1 ἐκδῶσιν; fol. 183r 27 
ἐκκλησίας; fol. 184r 7 κοιμώμενον; fols. 184r 20, 186r 4 ἐκ, etc. Se ates- 
tiguan, también, algunos casos en los que la forma de la k se asemeja mucho a 
una eta como h: fol. 179r 8 ἀνάγκην; fol. 179v 16 κλαυδίνας; fols. 184v 
5, 186r 12 καὶ; fol. 185r 3; καλέσας; fol. 186v 1 προσευκαιροῦντας. 
Lambda, cuando no está unida a otra letra, suele escribirse con la misma 
forma que hoy: trazo inclinado largo cruzado hasta la base por un otro más 
pequeño, dando origen a la famosa forma “coja” de la letra; cuando está 
unida a otra letra se escribe en dirección opuesta con un trazo muy exagerado 
desde abajo y una terminación en curva que la asemeja peligrosamente a u 
y v (cf. fol. 178v 11 πολύζηλον; fol. 178v 11 καταλαβόμενος; fol. 180v 1 
ἐμβάλωσιν; fol. 181r 6 ἀλέξαρχος; fol. 183r 21 εὐτελεῖς; fol. 184r 9 
λέγει; fol. 185r 13 φωλεύουσα; fol. 185r 19 ἅλωσιν; fol. 186r 5 λυκόρμαν, 
etc.), incluso cuando está geminada (cf. fol. 180v 2 ἐμβαλλόντων; fol. 181v 
22 ἔμελλε; fol. 183v 10 ῥωμύλλον sic). 

La letra u se escribe con el habitual trazo descendente y la prolongación del 
pie que la distingue de v; raras veces se anota sin el trazo descendente a 
imitación de la uncial: fol. 185r 15 ποιμὴν; fols. 183r 8, 185r 18 μιλήσιος; 
fols. 182v 17, 29, 183r 10 μὴ. 

La letra v se diferencia de u solo por la ausencia del ültimo trazo, de manera 
que queda suelta, sin unirse a la letra siguiente. Cuando va ligada, pierde el 
trazo vertical inferior (fol. 178v 11 κυνέγειρον; fol. 180v 9 πολεμούτων; 
fols. 180v 11, 182v 25, 184v 21 νῦν; fol. 181r 7 ὄλυνθον sic; fol. 181r 10 
δλυνθίων sic; fol. 181r 29 Av; fol. 181v 2 οὖν; fol. 181v 13 σύνεγγυς: 
fol. 182r 4 κυνηγέτας; fol. 182v 9, 13 κόρην; fol. 182v 12 συνεμίσγετο; 
fol. 184r 10 γυναῖκα; fol. 184v 18 βοῦν; fol. 185r 29 κινδύνων; fol. 185v 
22 ἀρούντιος, etc.). A veces se utiliza también la mayúscula final: fol. 178v 
25 σικελικῶν; fol. 182r 1 σκίνον; fol. 182v 10 ¿v; fol. 184r 3 μᾶλλον; 
fol. 185v 2 τήν; fol. 185v 25 χαρισάμενον; fol. 186r 10 στέγων. 

La & se anota con cinco trazos angulares en dirección descendente, diferen- 
ciándose claramente de la C, que tiene una forma similar a 3, con un cuerpo 
mayor al resto de letras. 

La x tiene la forma cerrada w, lo que dificulta a veces su lectura cuando va 
ligada a otras letras, sobre todo a o y τ; esta forma alterna con la habitual x 
abierta (por ejemplo fol. 178v 23 πρώτῃ: fols. 179r 6, 179v 7 ἐπὶ; fol. 180r 
25 προθεσμίας; fol. 181r 14 πορσίνας; fol. 182r 3 κάπρον; fol. 183r 2 
πεμψάντων; fol. 184v 26 πρόνοιαν; fol. 185r 23 πορθήσας; fol. 186r 26 
πατρὸς; fol. 186r 28 τόπον, etc.); cuando está geminada, se utiliza ππ: 
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fol. 180r 21 ἔφιππος; fols. 180v 4, 182v 14, 185v 23 ἵππον; fol. 180v 29 
ἵππων; fol. 181r 7 φίλιππος; fol. 181r 11 φιλίππῳ; fol. 182v 6 χρύσιππος; 
fol. 182v 12 ἵππῳ; fols. 183v 14, 29 ἱπποδάμειαν; fol. 183v 19 ἱπποδάμεια; 
fol. 183r 24 χρύσιππον; fol. 183v 27 χρυσίππου; fol. 184r 12 ιππολυτης sic 
ante correctionem; fols. 184r 12, 20 ἵππολυτον sic ante correctionem; fol. 184r 
23 ἵππους; fol. 184v 1 ἵπποι; fol. 185v 5 avimmmng sic ante correctionem; 
fol. 186r 2 ἀλκίππην. También se atestiguan ambas en una misma palabra: 
fol. 179v 13 πελοπονησιακῶν; fol. 182v 23 πέμπειν; fol. σελοπονησιακῷ 
183r 19; fol. 183v 15 ypboınwov. La proporción es de w 81% : π 19%. 

— Uso generalizado de la sigma o también al final de palabra; raras veces se 
utiliza la forma de media luna c, siempre a final de palabra: fol. 178v 15 
περιπεπαρµένος; fol. 179v 10 αἵματος; fols. 179v 27, 186r 16 μιλήσιος; 
fol. 180r 7 ὡς; fols. 180v 2, 25 νέος; fol. 180v 3 λογισάμενος; fol. 181r 1 
ὁστίλλιος; fol. 181r 9 τινος; fol. 181r 21 πλεονεκτούμενος; fol. 181r 26 
θεότιµος; fol. 181v 16 κρόνος; fol. 181v 21 otpatnyoc sic; fol. 181v 27, 
182v 15 πρὸς; fol. 182r 3 δήμητρος; fol. 182r 16 κνήδιος ante correctio- 
nem; fol. 182v 7 ἀριστώνυμος; fol. 183r 18 ἀριστείδης; fol. 183r 25 νεώ- 
τερος; fol. 183v 4 ῥωμύλος; fol. 184r 20 ποσειδῶνος; fol. 185r 14 νεοτο- 
Koc sic; fol. 185v 10 γεννήσαντι; fol. 186r 1 εὔηνος; fol. 186r 7 δοσίθεος; 
fol. 186r 16 ἀλέξανδρος; fol. 186r 17 ἠγίσαστρος; fol. 186r 25 τηλέγονος; 
fol. 186r 26 πατρὸς; fol. 186r 29 πρινίνοις. 

— La letra phi se escribe cerrada cuando inicia palabra o no está unida a otra 
letra, pero el cuerpo se abre al unirse a la letra anterior y, tras la curvatura, 
asciende y desciende en un tamafio superior al resto de letras. 

— La letra psi se anota como una cruz de trazos muy marcados que excede el 
tamaño del resto de letras. 

— Finalmente, omega se escribe como dos pequeños círculos unidos, de forma 
similar a ©; pocos son los casos en los que se anota la forma abierta œ: fols. 
179r 6, 180v 10 181r 7, 182v 22, 185v 10, 16, 23 τῷ; fol. 179v 3 χώραν; 
fol. 180r 13 αὐτῷ; fol. 180v 2 ἐμβαλλόντων; fol. 180v 9 πολεμούντων; 
fol. 180v 29 ἀναδίδωσι; fol. 180v 29 πινόντων; fol. 182v 2 τούτων; fol. 182v 
7 ἀριστώνυμος; fol. 185r 27 πετρωνίου; fols. 179v 11, 180v 1, 182v 24, 
27, 185r 29 τῶν; fol. 185v 15 ἔδωκεν; fol. 186r 1 τετάρτῳ; fol. 186r 13 
μετωνομάσθη; fols. 180v 12, 15, 181r 1, 182v 29, 183r 14, 183v 13, 186116, 
186r 25, 186v 4 τρίτῳ. 


Propio del usus scribendi de cada copista y de las convenciones de la época 
es el empleo o no de abreviaturas y ligaduras. Además de las ligaduras habi- 
tuales (ay, αξ, TT, σσ, OT, στ, 0% TT, υπ), en F destacamos: 


— Uso mayoritario de ligaduras de épsilon minúscula de “cresta ascendente”?”: 
£y, eu", εξ, £t, ευ. 


29 Cf. CANART, Études de paléographie [ver n. 24], Π. p. 893. 

30 No en fol. 179r 22 εἶναι; fols. 178 6, 179v 26, 179v 29, 180r 15, 180v 8, 26, 182r 10, 
182r 21, 183r 1, 183r 6, 183r 23, 184r 14, 185r 25, 185v 26 ante correctionem, 186r 5, 186r 
18 εἰς; fol. 180r 6 ἀφείλετο; fol. 181r 11 εἰπόντος; fol. 182r 8 συγγενεῖς; fols. 182r 17, 
184r 21 εἶχεν; fol. 183v 10 εἶπεν; fol. 185r 6 διακείμενον; fol. 185v 25 ἀναστραφεὶς; en 
todos estos casos se ha utilizado la épsilon semicircular. 
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— Raras veces se constatan ligaduras de épsilon minúscula de “cresta descen- 
diente” con supresión de la parte inferior, quedando reducida a una suerte 
de “gancho” sobre la letra siguiente*!: cf. fol. 183r 2 πεμψάντων; fol. 184v 
26 περιφερόμενοι; fol. 186r 19 ἀνεῖπεν. 

— Tampoco es frecuente la ligadura 8 para ov: fol. 181v 13 ταρπίου; fol. 181v 
27 λατίνους; fol. 183r 10 ἐπαρκούσης; fol. 183v 5 πολλοὺς; fol. 185r 23 
τούξιον; fol. 185v 24 αὐτοὺς; fol. 186r 3 ἐφρούρει; fol. 186r 7 τρούσκων; 
fol. 186r 20 ἑστεφανωμένους. 


A nivel de palabra, en el proceso de copia se ha roto ya la scriptio conti- 
nua y la palabras están separadas bien por espacios en blanco, bien por un 
punto alto (este, generalmente, divide a su vez oraciones o períodos sintác- 
ticos complejos); no obstante, quedan restos de palabras unidas —mediante 
ligaduras en los casos en los que esto se permite— de acuerdo con la relación 
sintáctica existente entre ellas”?, Tal es la tipología en F: 


— Artículo + sustantivo/adjetivo: fol. 178v 12 τῆς παρατάξεως; fol. 178v 19 
τῆς συγκλήτου; fols. 178v 22, 179r 1 τὰς χεῖρας; fol. 179r 20 τοῦ τυράν- 
νου; fol. 181v 25 τοῦ τεμένους; fol. 182v 16 τὰ τείχη; fol. 183v 3 
ἢ σύγκλητος; fol. 184r 5 τοὺς παῖδας: fols. 185v 5, 13 τοὺς παριόντας; 
fol. 186r 26 τοῦ πατρὸς. 

— Artículo + artículo: fol. 179v 8 τὰς τῶν νεκρῶν ἁρπάζων ἀσπίδας. 

— Preposición - artículo: fol. 178r 28 διὰ τὰ παράδοξα; fol. 179r 2 εἰς τοὺς 
βαρβάρους; fol. 179r 5 πρὸς τῶν πέριξ; fol. 179r 5 πρὸς τὸν βασιλέα: 
fol. 179v 7 εἰς τὴν πόλιν; fol. 179v 20 εἰς τὸ αἷμα; fol. 180r 4 κατὰ τῶν 
βαρβάρων: fol. 180r 15 εἰς τὸν βυθὸν; fol. 180r 21 εἰς τὸν τόπον; fol. 180v 
4 εἰς τὸ χάσμα; fol. 182v 20 διὰ τὴν ἀνάγκην; fol. 181r 12 πρὸς τοὺς 
οἰκείους; fol. 181r 25 εἰς τοὺς οἰκείους; fol. 181v 4 παρὰ τὸ σύνηθες; 
fols. 183r 23, 183v 7 εἰς τοὺς κόλπους; fol. 183r 25 εἰς τὴν βουλήν; 
fol. 183r 28 εἰς τὸ πισαῖον ópoc; fol. 183v 2 διὰ τοὺς ἀστυγείτονας 
πολέμους; fol. 183v 8 εἰς τὴν σύγκλητον; fol. 183v 19 διὰ τὸν ἔρωτα; 
fol. 183v 27 διὰ τὸ ξίφος; fol. 184r 4 πρὸς τὸν πρόγονον; fol. 184v 16 
παρὰ τὸν ναὸν; fol. 184v 25 εἰς τὸν ἐρύμανθον; fol. 184v 28 εἰς τὸν 
ῥοῦν; fol. 185r 12 παρὰ τὰς ὄχθας; fol. 186r 5 εἰς τὸν λυκόρμαν; fol. 186r 
12 εἰς τὸν περεούσιον ποταμόν. 

— Preposición + sustantivo/adjetivo: fol. 179v 14 πρὸς σαμνίτας: fol. 179v 22 
κατὰ σαμνιτῶν; fol. 178v 29 εἰς θερμοπύλας; fol. 180r ἃ πρὸς ποινοὺς; 
fol. 180r 27 διὰ μέσης τῆς ἀγορᾶς; fol. 180r 28 διὰ μῆνιν; fol. 180v 6 
ἅμα πολυνείκει; fol. 180v 12 πρὸ πύρρον; fol. 180v 16 μετὰ τρεῖς ἡμέρας; 
fol. κατὰ τύχην 182r 21; fol. 182r 23 κατὰ τυρρηνίαν; fols. 182v 9, 12 
κατὰ χρόνον; fol. 182v 17 διὰ πρέσβεων; fol. 182v 25 παρὰ σμυρναίοις; 
fol. 183r 1 εἰς συνουσίαν; fol. 183r 6 εἰς τὸ τεῖχος; fol. 187v 8 μετὰ πυρὸς: 


31 Cf. CANART, Études de paléographie [ver n. 24], II, p. 891. 

33 [a división de palabras es un proceso que se desarrolla con la propia minüscula, vid. 
M. L. AGATI, Il problema della progressiva divisione delle parole tra IX e X secolo, en PRATO, 
I manoscritti greci [ver n. 8], I, pp. 187-208. 
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fol. 183v 19 παρὰ πέλοπος; fol. 184r 15 εἰς τροιζῆνα; fol. 185r 20 παρὰ 
στροφίῳ; fol. 186r 11 εἰς ῥώμην; fol. 186r 28 κατά τινα τόπον. 

— Adjetivo + sustantivo: fol. 185v 21 καινότερα βασανιστήρια. 

— Sustantivo/adjetivo + complemento correspondiente: fol. 178r 28 παράδοξα 
τῆς πράξεως: fol. 180v 15 ἄνδρα τῶν ἐπισήμων; fol. 181v 22 τάλαντα παρὰ 
ξέρξου; fol. 182v 11 ἐν δευτέρᾳ παραδόξων: fol. 186r 8 τοὔνομα στιλίαν. 

— Partícula + articulo/sustantivo/adjetivo: fol. 179v 17 ἔστι δὲ τόπος στενώ- 
τατος; fol. 180r 25 τῆς δὲ ὡρισμένης; fol. 180v 11 ὡς τρισίµαχος; fol. 180r 
21 ô δὲ βωμὸς; fol. 181v 16 ô δὲ κρόνος; fol. 181v 18 ὁ δὲ ἴανος sic; 
fols. 181v 26, 182r 8 ἢ δὲ php; fol. 181v 29 νεανίσκος δέ τις τῶν ἐπι- 
σήµων; fol. 182r 3 fj δὲ κάπρον; fol. 182r 9 ὡς μένυλος; fol. 182r 28 
ὃς, σώστρατος ante correctionem; fol. 182v 4 δὲ 6 πῆρ; fol. 182v 24 οἱ 
δὲ κοπωθέντες; fol. 183r 14 ὡς καλλισθένης; fol. 183v 1 ὡς θεόφιλος; 
fol. 183v 12 δὲ πιστρατεύσαντες ante correctionem; fol. 184r 8 τοῦ δὲ 
σωματοφύλακος; fols. 184v 14, 16 δὲ τὸ ξίφος; fol. 184v 24 ἢ δὲ τεκοῦσα: 
fol. 184v 29 τοῖς δὲ βρέφεσιν; fol. 185r 14 τὰ δὲ βρέφη; fol. 185r 21 
ὡς πύρανδρος; fol. 185v 2 τήν τε µρα; fol. 185v 22 εἷς δέ τις; fol. 186r 
9 κάθητος δὲ; fol. 186r 24 ὡς πυθοκλῆς. 

— Adverbio + adverbio: fol. 180v 11 ἔνθα νῦν. 

— Sintagma complejo: fol. 179v 16 κατὰ τὰς καλουμένας , φορκοῦντας 
κλαυδίνας: fol. 184v 5 ἑλένης δέ ποτε κληρωθείσης; fol. 185v 17 ô 
δὲ μόνον τότε γενόμενος δίκαιος. 


En cuanto a las abreviaturas, tal y como corresponde a la "escritura per- 
lada”3%, apenas se constatan en F abreviaciones por suspensión de los 
finales de palabra: 


— Omisión de -v final, indicada con”: fol. 178v 13 τὴ(ν); fol. 179r 18 
ὑπάτο(ν); fol. 179v 1 πολεμούντω(ν); fol. 179v 11 εὐχόντω(ν). 

— Omisión de desinencias completas: -oc, sobrescribiendo la ómicron (fol. 179v 
23 παραγενόμενος; fol. 182r 10 νυκτὸς); -ov, indicado con un trazo incli- 
nado (fol. 183r 16 σιτόμετρον); -œ en fol. 182v 7 πρώτ(ῳ); fols. 183r 19, 
185r 5, 185v 12 tpit(@), siempre con τ escrita sobre œ; -ῶν, con ὢ sobres- 
crita: fol. 182v 28 λυδιακ(ῶν). 


Además, F presenta otro tipo de elisiones, crasis y abreviaturas que se 
generalizan en las versiones posteriores; hay que tener en cuenta, sin embargo, 
que en la mayoría de los casos los signos diacriticos han sido añadidos por 
Planudes (cf. infra): 


— Crasis: fol. 179r 25 κἂν. 

— Elisiones: fol. 178v 29, 180v 16 post correctionem κατ᾽ ὄναρ; fol. 179v 7-8 
©’ ὑπαρχούσης; fol. 180r 14 μεθ’ ὕδατος; fol. 180v 4 ἐφ᾽ ἵππον; fol. 180v 
9 δ᾽ ὑστεραίᾳ; fol. 180v 9-10 post correctionem κατ᾽ ἐκεῖνο; fol. 182v 23 
post correctionem ἄντ᾽ ἐλευθέρων; fol. 183r 28 μεθδρμῆς sic; fol. 185r 24 
παρ᾽ αὐτοῖς; fol. 185v 9 διϊταλίας sic; fol. 186r 15 dp’ ὧν. 


33 Cf. DEGNI, Il periodo mediobizantino [ver n. 9], p. 141. 
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— Solo en cuatro ocasiones (fols. 180r 20, 185r 19, 186r 23, 186v 5) se constata 
abreviada la conjunción καὶ como s`, forma usual en la época?*. 


Un situación similar ocurre con los llamados nomina sacra: las abre- 
viaturas de estos sustantivos concretos se repiten prácticamente en todos 
los testimonios? y se reducen a los siguientes: fols. 178v 29, 182r 27 πρς 
(= πατρὸς); fols. 181v 24, 182r 11, 182v 4, 186r 5, 186r 11 nnp (= πατὴρ); 
fol. 181v 26, 182r 8 unp (= μήτηρ); fol. 185v 2 upa (= μητέρα); fol. 183r 
29, 183v 11 ανοῦ (2 ἀνθρώπου); fol. 184v 25 πρα (2 πατέρα); fol. 186r 10 
παρνον con 0 sobrescrita (= παρθένον); fol. 186r 18 Ov (= θεὸν). 

Relacionado con todo esto, pues tiene que ver también con la división o 
no de palabras al final de las líneas y en los cambios de folio*%, cabe des- 
tacar el alto porcentaje de palabras cortadas a final de la línea: casi un 5096 
de las líneas se encuentran truncadas con palabras que sin justificación 
alguna se cortan al final de la línea y continúan en la siguiente; un ejemplo 
muy significativo es fol. 182r 15-16, donde escribe ἀρητάδη-σκνηδιος, 
por lo que Planudes no solo corrige el gentilicio (cf. infra), sino que tam- 
bién borra la sigma y la añade al final del nombre. De todos los cortes 
de palabras, solo un 17% corresponde a una separación respetuosa con la 
morfología: 


— Nombres compuestos: fol. 181v 23-24 ἠγησί-λαος; fol. 183r 19-20 πελοπο- 
νησιακῷ sic; fol. 184r 8-9 σωματο-φύλακος; fol. 184r 10-11 δοσί-θεος; 
fol. 184r 12-13 innö-Avrov; fol. 185v 5-6 φιλο-ξενίᾳ. 

— Morfemas + desinencias: fol. 182r 12-13 καταποντω-θῆναι; fol. 183r 11-12 
ὑπεσπά-σατο; fol. 184v 13-14 σπα-σαμένης. 

— Preposiciones: fol. 183r 1-2 ἐκ-δῶσιν; fol. 183v 8-9 συγ-κλήτου; fol. 184r 
25-26 npo-yóvov; fol. 184v 26-27 περι-φερομένοι; fol. 185r 1-2 àva- 
λαβὼν; fol. 185v 21-22 κατα-σκευάσαντας; fol. 186r 13-14 συγ-γενόμε- 
νος. 


A pesar de que solo en nueve ocasiones (lo que representa poco más del 
2%) los cortes de palabras afectan al paso del recto al uerso y viceversa, y 
aunque una sola vez se recurre a la coleta (fol. 184r 21 ὀχουμέ-νῳ), parece 
evidente que el copista de F no ha tenido muy en cuenta la dificultad que 
supone para el lector la memorización de las palabras a final de las líneas y 


34 Cf. M. L. AGATI, La congiunzione καὶ nella minuscola libraria greca, en Scrittura e 
Civiltà, 8 (1984), pp. 69-81. 

35 Cf. À. IBANEZ CHACÓN, Estudios sobre el texto de los Parallela minora: el Toletanus 
51.5, en Codices Manuscripti et Impressi, 103-104 (2016), pp. 27-44: pp. 37-38 y tabla II. 

36 Hemos tomado ideas y sugerencias del minucioso estudio de M. MANIACI, Alla fine della 
riga. Divisione delle parole e continuità del testo nel manoscritto bizantino, en Scriptorium, 51 
(1997), pp. 189-233. 
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se ha mantenido fiel a los límites del espacio textual. En este sentido hay que 
señalar que: 


— Raras veces se extralimita del pautado (los casos más evidentes son fols. 179v 
21, 178v 17, 179r 1, 180v 18, 181v 16, 182v 12, 183v 7, 23, 184r 1, 5, 6, 
186r 28. 

— Las escasas abreviaciones constatadas se concentran mayoritariamente al 
final de la línea y precisamente este es lugar en el que siempre se hallan los 
únicos cuatro ejemplos de καὶ abreviada como s `. 

— Quizá para evitar un salto de línea —aunque no descartamos que pudiera 
hallarse ya en el antígrafo?7—, la cifra 10” al final de fol. 184v 21 resuelve la 
extensión del correspondiente numeral ἐννεακαιδεκάτῳ de la mayoría de 
los códices. 


Otros aspectos relevantes desde el punto de vista paleográfico son: 


— Los acentos faltan en un buen nümero de casos. Los autógrafos están clara- 
mente orientados, segün sean llanos o agudos, y el acento circunflejo del 
tipo ~, con el arco muy poco pronunciado; cuando figura como ^, se debe 
a Planudes (cf. infra). 

— A diferencia de los codices Planudei, no es frecuente el uso de diéresis sobre 
1 y, cuando aparece, impide a veces la consignación de espíritus y acentos 
(cf. fol. 179r 25 ἴσθι; fols. 179r 28, 186v 4 ἱστορεῖ; fol. 179r 29 ἱστοριῶν; 
fol. 179v 10 iótov; fol. 180r 23 iôaiov; fols. 181r 26, 182r 9, 184r 11, 184v 
2, 184v 22, 185v 12, 186r 7, 186r 16 Ἰταλικῶν; fol. 181r 27 ixapíov; 
fol. 181v 1 tavov; fol. 181v 14 ἱδρύσατο; fol. 181v 16 ἰαννουάριον; 
fol. 185r 8 ἰουλίᾳ; fol. 185r 2 ἰδίους; fol. 185r 5 ἱστορικῶν; fol. 185r 9 
ἴρειαν; fol. 185r 18 Ἰταλικοῖς; fol. 185r 19 ἵλίου; fol. 185v 9 ἰταλίας; 
fol. 186r 4 ἴδας). En dos ocasiones aparece sobre v, pero son correcciones: 
fol. 179r 24 εὐτυχῶς, corregido como εὐτύχως (cf. infra) y fol. 179r 25 
λέλῦμαι, para evitar una lectura errónea como λέμμαι. 

— La orientación de los espíritus no está bien marcada, llevando a posibles errores, 
por ejemplo, 184r 20 ἱππόλυτον, fol. 186r 1 ἰταλικῶν o fol. 186r 11 ἦγεν. 


A nivel del relato, estos se encuentran indicados, como ya hemos dicho, por 
la irregular numeración in margine y por la mayüscula de la primera línea 
(ausente en par. min. 6B, 8A, 9A, 25A, 28B, 29B, 32B, 33B, 35B, 36B, 37B, 
38B, 39B, 40A y 41 B); no están separados entre sí de forma homogénea: 


— Mediante dos puntos (:): praefatio-par. min. 1A, 1A-1B, 1B-2A, 2A-2B, 
2B-3A, 3B-4A, 4A-4B, 4B-5A, 6A-6B, 6B-7A, 7B-8A, 8B-9A, 9B-10A, 
10A-10B, 27A-27B, 27B-28A, 28A-29B, 28B-29A, 29A-29B, 29B-30A, 
30B-31A, 31B32A, 32A-32B, 33A-33B, 33B-34A, 34A-34B, 34B-35A, 
35A-35B, 35B-36A, 36A-36B, 36B-37A, 37A-37B, 37B-38A, 38A-38B, 
38B-39A, 39A-39B, 39B-40A, 40A-40B, 40B-41A, 41 A-41B. 


37 De hecho, si se cotejan todos los mss., se puede apreciar bien el proceso de sustituciön 
de las cifras alfanuméricas por los correspondientes ordinales realizado durante la transli- 
teración del modelo en mayüsculas, cf. IBANEZ CHACÓN, Cifras y letras [ver n. 25]. 
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— Mediante una combinación de símbolos (:~): par. min. 3A-3B, 5A-5B, 26B- 
27A, 30A-30B, 32B-33A. 

— Mediante un punto alto (-):par. min. 5Β-6Α. 

— Espacio en blanco de unas 4/6 letras: praefatio-par. min. 1A, 1B-1A, 3A-3B, 
4A-4B, 5A-5B, 5B-6A, 8A-8B, 9B-10A, 27B-28A, 28A-28B, 28B-29A, 
29A-29B, 29B-30A, 30A-30B, 30B-31A, 31B-32A, 32B-33A, 33B-34A, 
35A-35B, 35B-36A, 36A-36B, 37A-37B, 37B-38A, 38B-39A, 39A-39B, 
39B-40A, 40A-40B. 


Finalmente, todo F contiene anotaciones marginales de diferente natura- 
leza y procedencia”, En par. min. hay, al menos, 5 marginalia, pero no es 
posible la lectura de todos a través de las reproducciones que ofrece la 
Biblioteca Nacional de Francia, sino que se precisa de un examen autóptico 
y con tratamiento digital de alta resolución, pues apenas son ya perceptibles; 
no obstante, hemos podido descifrar las siguientes: 


— Fol. 179v: en el margen superior se lee ἢ βίβλος ἥδε ποιητοῦ μὲν δοκίμου 
καὶ | σοφοῦ τοῦ πλουτάρχου γραφέως δὲ οὐ πάνυ | δοκίμου, ἀλλ᾽ ἁπλῶς 
ἰδιώτου καὶ ἀμαθοῦς | ποιητικῆς καὶ γραμματικῆς μεθόδου. No es posible 
determinar con seguridad que la nota sea obra de Planudes, pues no solo se 
diferencia del usus scribendi del monje tanto en las copias caligráficas como 
en la escritura de marginalia, sino que, además, no tendría sentido que, si 
dudaba tan firmemente de la autenticidad de la obra??, la siguiera copiando 
en el resto de ejemplares y sin indicar nada al respecto“. Sea como sea, la 
anotación fue reutilizada por Amyot, plasmada en su ejemplar de la editio 
Basileensis de 1542 y recordada en su propia traducción francesa de 1572, 
fol. 486r^!. 

— Fol. 180r: en el margen derecho Planudes ha sugerido una corrección prece- 
dida con la habitual ligadura de la abreviatura por suspensión de γρ(άφεται); 
sobre las correcciones planudeas cf. infra. 


38 Los escolios de Mor. siguen siendo una asignatura pendiente; para los marginalia de 
Vit., sin embargo, véanse los ya antiguos estudios de M. MANFREDINI, Gli scolii a Plutarco di 
Areta di Cesarea, en Siculorum Gymnasium, 28 (1975), pp. 337-350; IDEM, Gli scoli alle Vite 
di Plutarco, en JÓB, 28 (1979), pp. 83-119; IDEM, Gli scolf alle Vite di Plutarco e i lessici 
bizantini coevi, en P. L. LEONE (ed.), Studi bizantini e neogreci. Atti del IV Congresso Nazio- 
nale di Studi Bizantini, Lecce-Calimera 21-24 aprile 1980, Galatina, 1983, pp. 445-455. 
No sabemos que se haya vuelto a tratar el tema aparte de las referencias aisladas de GARZYA, 
Planude [ver n. 18]; RESCIGNO, Planude [ver n. 18] y algunas ediciones que los incorporan 
in app.; las referencias en E. DICKEY, Ancient Greek Scholarship, Oxford, 2007, p. 70 son 
mínimas. 

3 Resulta interesante que también se dude del De fluuiis en una nota in margine del Pal. 
gr. 398, fol. 157r: ψευδεπίγραφον τοῦτο: πόρρω γὰρ τῆς Πλουτάρχου μεγαλοφυίας À τε 
διάνοια καὶ fj φράσις: ei μή τις ἕτερος εἴη Πλούταρχος. No hay rastro de esta anotación 
en el Par. suppl. gr. 443A (ss. XIII-XIV), tradicionalmente considerado apógrafo del anterior, 
pero, como advierte MARTINELLI TEMPESTA, La tradizione manoscritta [ver n. 6], p. 276 n. 20, 
este hecho debe ser verificado. 

40 Véanse más datos al respecto en IBANEZ CHACÓN, Estudios [ver n. 22], pp. 341-343. 

^! Cf. J. JÄGER, Zur Kritik von Amyots Übersetzung der Moralia Plutarchs, Genève, 1971 
(or. Bühl, 1899), pp. 20-21 y con más detalle IBÁÑEZ CHACÓN, Estudios [ver n. 22], pp. 339-341. 
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— Fol. 185r: en el margen derecho una mano posterior ha añadido por dos veces 
φιλῶ τέκνα ἀλλὰ πατρίδαν ἐμὴν φιλῶ, adaptación de un verso trágico atri- 
buido al Erecteo de Eurípides? y transmitido precisamente por Plutarco 
(Mor. 809D) con una dicción más correcta: φιλῶ τέκν᾽ ἀλλὰ πατρίδ᾽ ἐμὴν 
μᾶλλον φιλῶ. El verso será copiado in margine en otras dos ocasiones en 
Ε΄ y, sin duda, se convirtió en una frase proverbial*. 


ANÁLISIS TEXTUAL 


F contiene la versión más antigua conservada de par. min., por lo que es 
de vital importancia para la constitutio del texto pseudoplutarqueo. En este 
sentido, hay que tener en cuenta que la copia está corregida por una misma 
mano, como ya señaló Treu: "inueniuntur deinde haud paucae correcturae, 
sed omnes ita comparatae sunt ut ab eadem manu et ex sola eiusdem originis 
auctoritate ortae esse uideantur" ^. Tal es el elenco de correcciones: 


— fol. 178v 23 ἀριστείδης] ἀριστείδης μιλήσιος (add. s.l.) fol. 179r 13 
τρούσκων] τούσκων (-p- eras.) fol. 179r 14 θύβρεως] θύμβρεως (-u- add. 
s.l.) fol. 179r 24 εὐψυχῶς] εὐψύχως (corr. et acc. add.) fol. 179v 16 
οὕτως] οὗτος (corr. et acc. add.) fol. 179v 17 στενότατος] στενώτατος 
(-@- s.scr.) fol. 179v 29 τριακοσίων] τριακοσίοις (corr. et -οις add. s.l.) 
fol. 180r 1 εὐωχουμένων] εὐωχούμενον (-ο- s.scr. et acc. add.) fol. 180r 
8 a] a? (-o- add. s.l.) fol. 180r 11 δρμῆς] ὀργῆς (add. in marg.) fol. 180r 
13 iovopi] ἱστορεῖ (-ει s.scr.) fol. 180r 15 αὐτάυδρους] αὐτάνδρους (-v- 
corr.) fol. 180r 26 χρύσεως] χρύσεος (-o- corr.) fol. 180r 28 ἀπέρριξε] 
ἀπέρρηξε (-η- s.scr. fol. 180v 9-10 κατεκεῖνο] κατ᾽ ἐκεῖνο (acc. add.) 
fol. 180v 12 ἠπειρώτιν] ἠπειρώτην (-η- s.scr.) fol. 180v 16 κατόναρ] 
κατ᾽ ὄναρ (acc. add.) fol. 180v 20 ἐνίκησεν] ἐνίκησε καὶ (add. s.l.) 
fol. 180v 22 κατεκεῖνον] Kat’ ἐκεῖνον (acc. add.) fol. 180v 22 καθὸν] 
καθ᾽ öv (acc. add.) fol. 181r 6 ἑσπάραξεν] διεσπάραξεν (δι- add. s.l.) 
fol. 1811 15 μακεδονικῆι] μακεδονικῶν (-ῶν s.scr. fol. 181r 16 τρού- 
σκος] τρούσκων (-ῶν s.scr.) fol. 181v 1 φίληκα] φήληκα (-n- 5.561.) 
fol. 181v 10 μῖνιν] μῆνιν (-η- s.scr.) fol. 181v 15 θυγατρῖδας| θυγατριδὰς 
(acc. add.) fol. 181v 15 τετραμερῆς] τετραμερὴς{(αος. add.) fol. 181v 
17 κατεστέρησεν| κατηστέρισεν (-ι- s.scr.) fol. 181v 22 q”] πεντακόσια 
(add. s.l.) fol. 181v 23 ἠγησίλαος] ἀγησίλαος (α- s.scr.) fol. 181v 27 
ἱστορικῷ] ἱστορικῶν (-v add. s.l.) fol. 182r 10 ἐνδήιος] ἐνδηΐδος (-δ- 


22 Gracias a la paráfrasis que hacen Lyc. Leocr. 101 y Cic. Fam. 12.14.7, cf. C. AUSTIN, 
Noua fragmenta euripidea in papyris reperta, Berlin, 1968, p. 28; A. MARTÍNEZ DÍEZ, Euripides. 
Erecteo, Granada, 1976, p. 191; C. COLLARD — M. J. CnorP - K. Η. LEE, Euripides. Selected 
Fragmentary Plays, 1, Warminster, 1995, p. 181. 

# En los fols. 224r y 229r, como sefialan J.-C. CARRIERE — M. CuviGNY, Plutarque. CEuvres 
morales, X1.2, Paris, 1984, p. 104, aunque no advierten la repetición en este pasaje de par. 
min. 

44 Cf. L. DI GREGORIO, Lettura diretta e utilizzazione di fonti intermedie nelle citazioni 
plutarchee dei tre grandi tragici, II, en Aevum, 54 (1980), pp. 46-79: p. 55. 

^5 TREU, De codicibus [ver n. 4], p. 9. 
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add. s.l) fol. 182r 13 ἀπημπώλησεν] ἀπημπόλησεν (-ο- s.scr.) fol. 182r 
16 κνήδιος] κνίδιος (-t- s.scr.) fol. 182r 22 κολπούρνιος ] καλπούρνιος 
(-a- s.scr.) ll αὐτὴν] αὐτῆς (-ς s.scr. et acc. corr.) fol. 182r 23 τὸν] τῶν 
(=0- s.scr. et acc. corr.) fol. 182r 28 αὐτὴν ] αὑτὴν (acc. corr.) || ὃς] ὡς 
(-@- s.scr.) fol. 182r 29 τυρρηνῖ] τυρρηνικῶν (-κῶν add. s.l.) fols. 182r 
29/182v 3 παπείριος] παπίριος (-1- add. s.l.) fol. 182v 1 γήμα sic] γήμας 
(-c add.) fol. 182v 3 ἀδελφὴς] ἀδελφῆς (acc. corr.) fol. 182v 10 
τούνομα] τοὔνομα (acc. corr.) fol. 182v 11 xai] del. fol. 182v 23 
ἀντελευθέρων] ἀντ᾽ ἐλευθέρων (acc. corr.) fol. 182v 24-25 θεραπαίνων] 
θεραπαινῶν (acc. corr.) fol. 183r 3 κοποθέντες ] κοπωθέντες (-ῶ- s.scr.) 
fol. 183r 5 τοῦτο ante συμβουλεύσασα add. s.l. fol. 183r 7 ἀφοῦ] ἀφ᾽ οὗ 
(acc. corr.) ll ἑορτῆ] ἑορτὴ (sic tantum acc. corr.) fol. 183r 8 θερα- 
παίνων] θεραπαινῶν (acc. corr.) || ἀριστιδης sic] ἀριστειδης (tantum -ε- 
s.scr.) fol. 183r 16 κίνας] κίννας (-v- add. s.l.) fol. 183r 19 ἐπεὶ] del. 
fol. 183v 10 ῥωμύλλον] ῥωμύλον (-A- del. ind.) fol. 183v 12 πιστρατεύ- 
σαντες] πιστεύσαντες (-τρα- del.) fol. 183v 12 ἀριστόβουλος post ὡς 
add. s.l. fol. 183v 13 Ἰταλικῶς] Ἰταλικῶν (-ν s.scr.) fol. 183v 18 
ἀστρέως] ἀτρέως (-σ- del. fol. 183v 20 idvia] εἰδυῖα (ε- s.scr.) — fol. 183v 
25-26 ἀνελκύσασα ... τὸ ξίφος] del. fol. 183v 29 δωσίθεος] δοσίθεος 
(-@- corr.) fol. 184r 1 τόλιειξ] τολίειξ (acc. corr.) fol. 184r 9 ὑπο- 
πτεύσαντος] ὑποπτευθέντος (-θέ- s.scr.) fol. 184r 21 παραυτου sic] παρ᾽ 
αὐτοῦ (acc. corr.) fol. 184v 4-5 ἑλένης] ἑλένης (acc. corr.) fol. 184v 
7 κατέθεικεν] κατέθηκεν (-N- s.scr.) fol. 184v 12 κατενιαυτον] Kat’ 
ἐνιαυτὸν (acc. corr.) fol. 184v 13 τοῦ πέρκα] τουπέρκα (acc. corr.) 
fol. 184v 18 σφαίραν] σφύραν (-v- add. s.l.) fol. 184v 18 κατοικίαν] Kat’ 
οἰκίαν fol. 185r 4-5 ζώπυρος] ζώπυριος (-1- add. i.l.) fol. 185r 12 post 
θύβρεως add. oi δὲ s.l. fol. 185r 13 φολεύουσα] φωλεύουσα (-@- s.scr.) 
fol. 185r 15 φαύστος] φαῦστος (acc. corr.) fol. 185r 17 ῥώμυλον] ῥωμύ- 
Xov (acc. corr.) fol. 185r 17 ῥώμις] ῥώμης (-N- s.scr.) fol. 185r 19 
κασάνδρος] κασάνδραν (-αν s.scr.) fol. 185r 27 τουνομα] τοὔνομα (acc. 
COIT.) fol. 185v 5 av ἵππης sic] ἀνίππης (acc. corr.) fol. 185v 5 
ὑποῦλφ] ὑπούλφ (acc. corr.) fol. 185v 15 χαλκήν] χαλκῆν (acc. corr.) 
fol. 185v 19 ἐνεπέστη] ἐν αἰγέστῃ (add. s.l.) fol. 185v 20 itaAtac] 
σικελίας (σικε- add. s.l.) fol. 185v 24 αὐτὸς] αὐτούς (-v- et acc. add. s.l.) 
fol. 185v 26 sic] ôç ἄν (del. et add. s.l.) fol. 186r 4 6 ἁρπάσας] καὶ 
ἁρπάσας (ô del. et add. καὶ s.l.) fol. 186r 7 καὶ] del. fol. 186r 8 τούνομα] 
τοὔνομα (acc. corr.) fol. 186r 15 ἀφῶν] ἀφ᾽ ὧν (acc. corr.) fol. 186r 
20 θαλοίς] θαλοῖς fol. 186r 24 ἐλεοῦντα] ἐλαιοῦντα (-αι- add. s.l.) 
fol. 186r 4 πραώσεστον] πραίνεστον (-aiv- s.scr.). 


Como advirtió Rescigno*, en las correcciones de F se evidencia el sistema 
corrector de Planudes, basado principalmente en: 


— Tachar y sobrescribir la lectura correcta: p.e. fol. 179v 29 τριακοσίων] τρια- 


κοσίοις, o fol. 185r 19 ἐνεπέστη] Ev αἰγέστῃ. 


36 RESCIGNO, Planude [ver n. 19], pp. 151-157, centrado sobre todo en E ap. Delph. y def. 
orac.; menos detallado en IDEM, Plutarco. L'eclissi degli oracoli, Napoli, 1995?, pp. 44-45. 
Otros ejemplos en IRIGOIN, Histoire [ver n. 6], pp. CCLXXVIII-CCLXXX. 
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— Eliminar borrando o tachando: fol. 179r 13 τρούσκών] τούσκων; fol. 182v 
11 καὶ] del.; fol. 183v 10 ῥωμύλλον] ῥωμύλον. 

— Sobrescribir letras erróneas o acentos: p.e. fol. 178v 17 στενότατος] 
στενώτατος; fol. 182v 3 ἀδελφὴς] ἀδελφῆς; fol. 185r 17 ῥώμις] ῥώμης. 

— Añadir letras o palabras supra lineam: p.e. fol. 178v 23 ἀριστείδης] ἀριστεί- 
δης μιλήσιος; fol. 179r 14 θύβρεως] θύμβρεως; fol. 181v 22 q'] πεντα- 
κόσια. 

— Añadir in margine: fol. 180r 11 δρμῆς] ὀργῆς in marg. 

— Añadir signos diacríticos: fol. 180v 9-10 κατεκεῖνο] κατ᾽ ἐκεῖνο; fol. 184r 
21 παραυτου sic] παρ᾽ αὐτοῦ; fol. 185r 27 τουνομα] τοὔνομα. 


En este sentido, Planudes corrige por lo general errores fonético-ortográ- 
ficos habituales (confusión de αι, e, ει, η, t, v y o/o, colocación errónea de 
acentos y ausencia de signos diacríticos), pero algunas de las ementationes 
son de mayor entidad y evidencian la utilización de otro ejemplar, pues, 
aunque algunas mejoras podrían ser añadidos ope ingenii, otras se deben a 
la consulta de un ejemplar hoy perdido y quizá también utilizado en las otras 
copias del scriptorium planudeo*’. En este sentido, resulta llamativo que la 
corrección marginal fol. 180r 11 ὁρμῆς] ὀργῆς coincida con la lectura de 
la recensio X, pero luego no es adoptada por Planudes y, por tanto, no figura 
en el resto de apógrafos planudeos; lo mismo cabría decir de la corrección 
fol. 185r 4-5 ζώπυρος] ζώπυριος, que se ha tenido en cuenta en el resto de 
copias y no sabemos de dónde ha podido tomarse. No obstante, dado que F 
es el modelo de a para par. min., las correcciones introducidas se han respe- 
tado en este y las discrepancias son mínimas ?*. Ahora bien, si tenemos en 
consideración la copia mayor de Mor., correspondiente al Par. gr. 1671 (A)”, 


47 No cabe duda de que Planudes y su equipo tuvieron acceso a ejemplares hoy perdidos, 
algunos de los cuales estaban relacionados con otras familias de códices, vid., entre otros, 
E. VALGIGLIO, Ps.-Plutarco. De fato, Roma, 1964, pp. XXXVII-XXXIX; IRIGOIN, Histoire [ver 
n. 6], pp. CCLXXVI-CCLXXVIII. 

48 Cf. RESCIGNO, L’eclissi [ver n. 46], p. 46: “si debbono attribuire o a negligenza dei 
copisti o ad un sopravvenuto e non risolto dubbio di Planude". 

4 Terminado de copiar en Constantinopla el 11 de julio de 1296, vid. OMONT, Inventaire 
[ver n. 4], p. 118; TREU, De codicibus [ver n. 4], p. 10; HAHN, De Plutarchi [ver n. 5], pp. 5-6; 
TITCHENER, The manuscript tradition [ver n. 18], pp. 12 y 27-35; Lowe, The manuscript 
tradition [ver n. 5], pp. 16, 27-30 y 35-36; EINARSON - DE LACY, The manuscript tradition 
[ver n. 11], pp. 94 y 102-104; HILLYARD, The medieval tradition [ver n. 18], pp. 27 y 30-36; 
Ph. HOFFMANN, Deux témoins apparentés des Vies de Plutarque: les Parisini Gr. 1671 (A) et 
1674 (D), en Scriptorium, 37 (1983), pp. 259-264; IRIGOIN, Histoire [ver n. 6], p. CCLXXIII; 
GARZYA, Planude [ver n. 18], pp. 43-45; F. VENDRUSCOLO, Protostoria dei Plutarchi di Pla- 
nudes, en Studi Classici e Orientali, 43 (1993), pp. 73-82; IDEM, L’edizione planudea [ver 
n. 18]; PÉREZ MARTIN, Nuevos cödices planudeos [ver n. 18], pp. 385-386; CABALLERO, La 
tradición manuscrita [ver n. 18], p. 163; DE LAZZER, Paralleli [ver n. 1], pp. 95-99; MARTINELLI 
TEMPESTA, Studi [ver n. 18], pp. 69-72. 
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se aprecia cómo Planudes ha revisado el texto de a%, distanciándose de este 
y de F; nótese en estas discrepancias selectas: 


(305B) ἐννακισχιλίους Fa] ἐνακισχιλίους A (305D) σικελικῶν ΕαΑΡ:] 
σικελῶν A®® (05Ε) ἔτυχε Κα] ἔτρυχε aA  (306B) ὀθρυάδης FaA*] 
à ὀθρυάδης AP  (307B) ὡς habet aA (307C) ἠπειρωτικῶν Fa] ἦπει- 
ρωτῶν A Il 6 τόπος FaA**] à δὲ τόπος ΑΡ: (307D) ὀράλιος Fa*“A*] δράτιος 
aPC A Pc (307E) nv FaA*] ταύτην API ἐβιάζετο FaA*] ἐβιάσατο ΑΡ: || 
ἱκάριον Fa] ixáptov A%, ἰανὸν AP® (308A) ταρπίου Εαλ] ταρπηΐου aP°A 
ll ἀστὴρ FaA*] δὲ ὃ ἀστὴρ AP (312A) ὅλους ΕαΑΔ:] πολλοὺς ΑΡ: (312C) 
αὐτὴν F^a] αὐτὴν A Il κρίνουσα Fa] κρίνασα A (313A) ἀλήπτῳ FaA*] 
ἀλήκτῳ APS (313 F) νουκερία δὲ habet AP" (314C) oi habet aP*A 
(314D) σπασαμένη FaA*] σπασαμένου APS (314F) ἐν τρίτῳ Fa] ἐν τῷ 
τρίτῳ A Il διακείμενον Fa] διακείµενος A || θύβρεως Εα] θρύμβρεως A*, 
θύμβρεως gPcAPC (315C) ἀπότομος Fa] ἀποτόμως A (315E) ἰταλικῶν 
FaA*] αἰτωλικῶν AP (315F) θαλοίς F, θαλοῖς Ε7α’] θαλλοῖς aP°A 


Finalmente, para concluir con los testimonios más antiguos e importantes 
del scriptorium planudeo?!, conviene comparar el texto de F con el Vat. gr. 
139 (sigla y), que junto con el Par. gr. 1674 (sigla D) de Vit., conformaba 
un volumen con las obras plutarqueas recopiladas hasta el momento”. 
Así pues, y, que derivaría de una versión de A parcialmente corregida>, 


50 E] origen de las correcciones en a es muy dispar y difícil de determinar con precisión, 
pues no solo se ha detectado la mano de Planudes -incluso en anotaciones en latín cf. MAR- 
TINELLI TEMPESTA, Per l’identificazione [ver n. 19], pp. 379-382-, sino que que muchas de 
ellas provienen de los poseedores italianos del manuscrito, vid. ROLLO, Per la storia [ver 
n. 18], pp. 103-128, luego se deben manejar con cuidado para no caer en anacronismos; aquí 
las incluimos, por ahora, para establecer sus discrepancias con F. 

5! No hacemos comparaciones con el Var. gr. 1676 (sigla n) y el Par. gr. 1672 (sigla E), 
ambos de mediados del s. XIV, pues, aunque están en la órbita de A ante correctionem y y, 
para el texto de par. min. evidencian la consulta de otros ejemplares y un buen nümero de 
acciones autónomas, vid. DE LAZZER, Paralleli [ver n. 1], pp. 107-114. 

52 Vid. OMONT, Inventaire [ver n. 4], pp. 120-121; TREU, De codicibus [ver n. 4], p. 10; 
WEGEHAUPT, Beiträge [ver n. 7], p. 393; HAHN, De Plutarchi [ver n. 5], p. 14; TITCHENER, 
The manuscript tradition [ver n. 18], pp. 13 y 51-59; Lowe, The manuscript tradition [ver 
n. 5], p. 18; EINARSON — DE Lacy, The manuscript tradition [ver n. 11], pp. 94 y 102-104; 
HILLYARD, The medieval tradition [ver n. 18], pp. 27 y 31-32; HOFFMANN, Deux témoins [ver 
n.], passim; IRIGOIN, Histoire [ver n. 6], pp. CCLXXIV-CCLXXVI y CCLXXX-CCLXXXII; GARZYA, 
Planude [ver n. 18], p. 45; M. MANFREDINI, // Plutarco di Planude, en Studi Classici e Orien- 
tali, 42 (1992), pp. 123-125; VENDRUSCOLO, Protostoria [ver n. 49], passim; PÉREZ MARTÍN, 
Nuevos códices planudeos [ver n. 18], pp. 386-387; CABALLERO, La tradición manuscrita [ver 
n. 18], p. 164; DE LAZZER, Paralleli [ver n. 1], pp. 99-103; MARTINELLI TEMPESTA, Studi [ver 
n. 18], pp. 12-14; IDEM, La tradizione manoscritta [ver n. 6], pp. 282-283. 

53 Cf., entre otros, TITCHENER, The manuscript tradition [ver n. 18], pp 27; Lowe, The 
manuscript tradition [ver n. 5], p. 35; EINARSON — DE Lacy, The manuscript tradition [ver 
n. 11], p. 103; E. VALGIGLIO, Plutarco. De audiendis poetis, Torino, 1973, p. ΓΧΧΠ; HILLYARD, 
The medieval tradition [ver n. 18], p. 31, 35; F. J. KINDSTRAND, [Plutarchi] de Homero, Lipsiae, 
1990, p. xxvii; VENDRUSCOLO, L'edizione planudea [ver n. 18], p. 32; RESCIGNO, L’eclissi 
[ver n. 46], p. 46, etc. 
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se distancia de F en los siguientes casos más significativos, creando, ade- 
más, una tradición textual independiente”: 


(305E) ἀγαθαρχίδης] ἀγαθαρχίδας y (306C) λαίμαργος] λαίμαρχος y 
(3078) ἠπειρωτικῶν] ἠπειρωτῶν y (307C) ἐσπάραξεν] διεσπάραξεν y 
(307D) τρούσκος] τρούσκων y Il θύβριος] θύμβριοςγ (307E) fjv] ταύτην 
y || ἐβιάζετο] ἐβιάσατο y (307F) ἱκάριον] ἴανον y (308A) τοῦ κρόνου] 
τοῦ χρόνου y | (308B) ἡγησίλαος] ἀγησίλαοςγ (312A) ὅλους] πολλοὺς y 
(9128) ἐνδήιος] ἐνδυίδοςγ (312C) tuppnviav] τυρρηναίαν y Il κρίνουσα] 
κρίνασα y (312D) διεχρήσατο] ἐχρήσατο y (313A) ἀλήπτῳ] ἀλήκτῳ y 
(313C) πιστρατεύσαντες| πιστεύσαντεςγ (313E) ἰδυῖα] εἰδυῖα y (314A) 
ὑποπτεύσαντος] ὑποπτευθέντος y Il ἐμπεσοῦσα] ἐμπεδοῦσα y (314D) ora- 
σαμένη] σπασαμένου y (3148) διακείμενον] διακείµενος y (3158) 
τετελευτηκότων] τελευτηκότων y (3150) γηρυόνου] γηρυόνους y Il παρι- 
όντας] παρόντας y (315D) ἐνεπέστη] ἐν αἰγέστῃ y Il Ιταλίας] σικελίας y 
(315E) µάρπισσαν] μάρπησσαν y (315F) περεούσιον] παρεούσιον y 
(316A) ἐλεοῦντα] ἐλαιοῦντα y 


Además de con los códices planudeos, hay que comparar el texto de F 
con las otras dos familias que contienen el texto de par. min. Así pues, la 
recensio ®, representada para nuestro opúsculo por tres mss.*, presenta 
discordancias textuales con F y con la recensio Planudea, omisiones de poca 
envergadura, alteraciones en el orden y errores ortográficos, pero destaca, 


5 Sus cuatro apógrafos son: Laur. plut. 80.5 (x), Marc. gr. 248 (E), Angelicanus gr. 63 
(Ang.) y Toletanus 51.5 (x), todos al parecer derivados recta uia, cf. HAHN, De Plutarchi 
[ver n. 5], p. 19; WEGEHAUPT, Beiträge [ver n. 7], p. 392; PoHLENZ, Plutarchi [ver n. 6], 
p. XIX; TITCHENER, The manuscript tradition [ver n. 18], pp. 12-13, 15, 25-27; Lowe, The 
manuscript tradition [ver n. 5], pp. 17-20, 30-35; G.A.B. FLETCHER, The Toledo ms. of 
Plutarch's Moralia, en Classical Quarterly, 21 (1927), pp. 166-176; EINARSON — DE Lacy, 
The manuscript tradition [ver n. 11], p. 103; HILLYARD, The medieval tradition [ver n. 18], 
pp. 27, 31; M. MANFREDINI, / manoscritti plutarchei del Bessarione, en Annali della Scuola 
Normale Superiore di Pisa, 23 (1994), pp. 31-48; VENDRUSCOLO, L’edizione planudea [ver 
n. 18], p. 82; RESCIGNO, L’eclissi [ver n. 46], pp. 46-47; CABALLERO, La tradición manuscrita 
[ver n. 18], pp. 161, 163, 179; DE LAZZER, Paralleli [ver n. 1], pp. 103-107; MARTINELLI 
TEMPESTA, Studi [ver n. 18], pp. 38-40, 83-84; IBÁÑEZ CHACÓN, Toletanus 51.5 [ver n. 35], 
passim. 

5 Laur. plut. 56.2 (d), s. XIV-XV, Vind. suppl. gr. 23 (z), de mediados del s. XV, y 
Vind. phil. gr. 46 (v), de la segunda mitad del s. XV, cf. TREU, Zur Geschichte [ver n. 18], 
pp. 6-7; WEGEHAUPT, Beiträge [ver n. 7], p. 403; TITCHENER, The manuscript tradition [νετ 
n. 18], pp. 15 y 35-42; NACHSTÄDT, Plutarchi [ver n. 1], p. XXX; POHLENZ, Plutarchi [ver 
n. 6], p. XXVI-XXVII; HILLYARD, The medieval tradition [ver n. 18], pp. 18 y 24-25, IRIGOIN, 
Histoire [ver n. 6], pp. CCLXV-CCLVXVII; GARZYA, Planude [ver n. 18], pp. 42-43; VENDRUS- 
COLO, L’edizione planudea [νετ n. 18], p. 37; DE LAZZER, Paralleli [ver n. 1], pp. 131-133; 
CABALLERO, La tradición manuscrita [ver n. 18], p. 166; BOULOGNE, Plutarque [ver n. 1], 
p. ΥΠ; MARTINELLI TEMPESTA, Studi [ver n. 18], p. 93; IDEM, La tradizione manoscritta [ver 
n. 6], p. 277. A la recensio Φ añaden el excerptum conservado en el Vat. gr. 141, fols. 16r-17r 
M. R. Dirrs, A Fragment of Plutarch's Parallela minora in Vatic. gr. 141, en Scriptorium, 
22.2 (1968), p. 271y DE LAZZER, Paralleli [ver n. 1], pp. 136-137, pero merece un estudio 
pormenorizado. 
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sobre todo, por cierta tendencia a la simplificación del texto*; estos son los 
casos más significativos: 


(305E) τοῦ προειρημένου] τούτου Φ (305F) τοὺς προειρημένους] τούτους 
O || ἔτυχε] ἔτρυχεφΦ (306A) περιελείφθησαν] ἐλείφθησαν D (306B) 
δ᾽ ὑπαρχούσης] οὔσηςΦ (3060) áros] μαῖμος Φ (306D) περιπαρεὶς] 
παρεὶς D Il ὅς ἄρεος υἱὸς ἐγένετο habet tantum D (306E) ἐμβάλῃ] ἐπέ- 
βαλῃ Φ (306F) εἰς τὸν τόπον τοῦ χάσματος] εἰς τὸ χάσμα Φ || ἰδαίου 
διὸς] οὐδάνου διὸςΦ (307A) κούρτιος τῶν ἐπισήμων] κοῦρτος τῶν ἐπι- 
δήμων O || ἑαυτὸν om. Φ || πολυνείκει] ἐν πολυνείκους  (307B) βωμὸς] 
θυμὸς Φ (307C) ἀλβανοῖς] ἀλκανοῖς dz, ἐν λυμνοῖς sic v || πώλους] 
πώλοις D |! ἑσπάραξεν] διεσπάραξεν D (307D) τοὺς προειρημένους] 
τούτους Φ Il κάτλος] καῦλος D (307E) kpóvoc] βρόνος ® Il ἱκάριον] 
iavov® (308A) λουτάτιος δὲ κάτλος] λουτάντιος kai τοῦλος D Il kats- 
σκεύασε] κατεσκευακέναι Φ (3088) q'] φησὶ Φ || πλίνθῳ] πλίνθοις D 
ll νεανίσκος] νεανίας D (308C) πεντακόσια] φασὶ D (312B) μένυλος] 
μένυλλος O || ἐνδήιος| ἐνδηΐδος D || ἔφυγεν] ἔφευγεν D (3120) ὑπὸ] παρὰ 
Φ || ἐποιήσατο] ἐποιήσεν Φ || EE] τρεῖς D (313B) θρακικῶν] θρᾳκῶν D 
Il ἀντιποιούμενον] τι ποιούμενον D (313C) ἐπεὶ ἐν] ἔπενψε D (313D) 
πιστρατεύσαντες] πιστεύσαντες D (314A) εἰς ἐπιθυμίαν ἐμπεσοῦσα] ἐρα- 
σθεῖσα Φ ΙΙ κυνηγεσίαις] κυνηγεσίῳ Φ || προσανέκειτο] προσεῖχεν D 
(314C) κατὰ ἔτος] κατὰ τὸ ἔθος D Il συναγωγῇ! ἀγωγῇ O Il σφαίραν] σφύραν 
D ΩΙΔΕ) ἐκυνήγει] ἐκυνήγησε ® (314F) ἀμούλιος] ἁμήλλιος D (3158) 
ὑποῦλῳ] ὑπ᾽ ὄχω dv, ὑπ᾽ ὄχθω 7 || τετελευτηκότων] τελευτηκότων Φ 
(315C) κατακαίῃ] κατακαίοιΦ (3155) ἐνεπέστη] ἐν ἐνγέστη ® Il ἰταλίας] 
σικελίας ® Il ἀπὸ] ὑπὸ Φ || προσαγορεύεσθαι] καλεῖσθαι D (315E) 
ἔρριψεν ἑαυτὸν] ἑαυτὸν ἔρριψεν Φ ll στιλίαν] σιλίαν ®© (315F) κατῆγον 
τὸ yévoc] κατήγοντο O || οἰκήσειεν] οἰκήσειν D 


Podría ser cierto que F y ® tuvieran un ancestro comün, pues presentan 
ciertas coincidencias frente al resto de testimonios””, pero no hay duda de 
que sus descendientes han ido degenerando en copias cada vez más imper- 
fectas, acumulando errores ortográficos y variantes ajenas al original, a la 
par que simplifican el texto, aunque sin llegar al extremo de la recensio X. 

En efecto, con la sigla X se designa una familia de importantes códices 
del corpus Plutarcheum?*, pero caracterizados para el texto de par. min. por 
presentar una versión extremadamente epitomada y con notables variantes”, 


36 Para otros opúsculos, sin embargo, llega a conservar mejores lecturas que procederían 
de un modelo antiguo e independiente del resto de familias, cf. RESCIGNO, L’eclissi [ver n. 46], 
pp. 42-43. 

57 DE LAZZER, Paralleli [ver n. 1], pp. 138-139. 

55 En uno de ellos basó Demetrio Ducas para la editio Aldina de Mor.: en el Ambr. C 195 
inf., como ya advirtiera TREU, Zur Geschichte [ver n. 18], pp. 15-30; sin embargo, no pudo 
ser el utilizado para par. min., cf. DE LAZZER, Paralleli [ver n. 1], pp. 141-145. 

5? Los mss. de esta familia con el texto de par. min. son: Ambr. C 195 inf. (J), datado en 
el s. XIII; Vat. gr. 264 (S), de finales del s. XIII la parte más antigua y de la primera mitad 
del XIV la más moderna; Lond. Harl. gr. 5692 (c), finales del s. XIV; Vat. Pal. gr. 170 (g), 
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Tales son las diferencias más significativas de los miembros de esta familia 
con respecto de F9: 


(305E) τοῦ προειρημένου] αὐτοῦ E ll περσικῶν] περσῶν X Il βασιλεὺς] βασι- 
λεύων Σ (306A) καθάπερ] καθὼς Σ  (306B) ἁρπάζων] ἁπάντων X 
(306C) τρωθεὶς] πληγεὶς E Il μάιος] μάξιμος g?, μάιμος cett. E  (306E) 
ἠνέχθη] ἀνηνέχθη X Il μίδας] δμίδας Σ (δαμίδας S) (306F) ταρσίου διὸς] 
ταρσιδίου È (praeter S) (07 Β) οὐαλέριος κονάτος] οὐαλλέριος κιννάτος 
X (praeter κινάτος p) (307C) πώλους] πώλοις E (praeter πάλοις c, πώλεις 
p?9 Il ἀλέξαρχος] ἀλέξανδρος E ll ἰταλικῶν] ἱστορικῶν E (307D) τρού- 
σκος] τούσκων X Il κάτλος] κάτρος X (307E) ἐντωρία] καὶ τορεία X Il 
ἐβιάζετο] ἐβιάσατο X — (308A) τετραμερῆς] τετραμερὲς Jp, τετραμ[---] S, 
τετράµηνος σε (308B) πλίνθῳ] πλίνθοιςΣ (312D) ἀρίστων ἀριστώνυμος] 
ἀριστώνυμοςΣ (312E) διὰ πρέσβεων] διαπρεσβεόντες X Il πάσχειν κακῶς] 
πράττειν TO ἐπίταγμα X Il pia] μία τίς Jg, véa tige (138) πύρανδρος| χρύ- 
σανδροςΣ  (314B) ἐχάραξεν! ἐνεχάραξε JS, ἐτάραξες (314E) ἐμφωλεύ- 
ουσα] ἐμφωλεύσασα X — (314F) θύβρεως] τίβεριν X (3158) φαβίαι sic] 
πετρωνία X (9150) διεχρήσατο] ἐχρήσατο X (315D) ἐνεπέστη] ἐν 
πόλει τινὶ Σ || ἀρούντιος] ἀρούμπος Σ (315E) ἔρριψεν] ἥλατο X Il λυκόρ- 
uav] κυκόρμαν Σ (315F) περεούσιον] περαιούσιον X 


ca. 1440; Par. gr. 2076 (sigla variable en los ediciones; optamos por p), de finales del s. XIV, 
vid. TREU, Zur Geschichte [ver n. 18], pp. 15-30; H. STEVENSON, Codices manuscripti Para- 
latini Graeci Bibliothecae Vaticanae, Romae, 1885, p. 89; OMONT, /nventaire [ver n. 4], p. 189; 
E. M. THOMPSON, Classical Manuscripts in the British Museum, en Classical Review, 3 (1889), 
pp. 440-445: p. 442; HAHN, De Plutarchi [ver n. 5], pp. 9-10; WEGEHAUPT, Beiträge [ver 
n. 7]. pp. 398 y 412; NACHSTADT, Plutarchi [ver n. 1], p. XXX; POHLENZ, Plutarchi [ver n. 6], 
pp. XII-XXVI; HILLYARD, The medieval tradition [ver n. 18], pp. 18 y 24-25; IRIGOIN, Histoire 
[ver n. 6], pp. CCLXIV-CCLXV; Á. ESCOBAR, Notas en torno al supuesto autógrafo de Demetrio 
Ducas: el Ambr. C 195 inf., en J. M*. MAESTRE — J. PASCUAL (eds.), Humanismo y pervivencia 
del mundo clásico. Actas del I Simposio sobre Humanismo y pervivencia del mundo clásico, 
Alcaniz, 8 al 11 de mayo de 1990, Cádiz, 1993, I, pp. 425-430; RESCIGNO, L'eclissi [ver n. 46], 
pp. 36-40; VENDRUSCOLO, L’edizione planudea [νετ n. 18], p. 35; PÉREZ MARTIN, Nuevos 
códices planudeos [ver n. 18], pp. 388-393; JACKSON, An Old Book List Revisited [νετ n. 20], 
p. 103; DE LAZZER, Paralleli [ver n. 1], pp. 120-131; CABALLERO, La tradición manuscrita 
[ver n. 18], pp. 160-161; MARTINELLI TEMPESTA, Studi [ver n. 18], pp. 14-16, 54-58, 79-80; 
Μ'. T. MARTÍNEZ MANZANO, Hacia la identificación de la biblioteca y la mano de Demetrio 
Ducas, en BZ, 102 (2009), pp. 717-730. A esta familia pertenecerían también: los excerpta 
conservados en el Laur. plut. 58.24, fols. 112v-113, de los ss. XI-XII, cf. M. MANFREDINI, 
Nuove osservazioni su codici plutarchei, en Annali della Scuola Normale Superiore di 
Pisa, 23 (1993), pp. 999-1040: pp. 1038-1040; DE LAZZER, Paralleli [ver n. 1], pp. 122-123; 
MARTINELLI TEMPESTA, Studi [ver n. 18], pp. 35-36; el extracto de par. min. 30B copiado en 
fol. 320v del Vind. suppl. gr. 45, misceláneo del s. XV, cf. H. HUNGER — C. HANNICK, Katalog 
der griechischen Handschriften der Ósterreichischen Nationalbibliothek, IV, Wien, 1994, 
pp. 85-87; DE LAZZER, Paralleli [ver n. 1], p. 131 (con errores de lectura); Á. IBANEZ CHACÓN, 
Nota sobre el excerptum pseudoplutarqueo del Vind. suppl. gr. 45, en Florentia Iliberritana, 
29 (2018), pp. 51-60. 

60 Aunque también presentan coincidencias que hacen suponer en la existencia de un arque- 
tipo común a todas las recensiones posteriores, cf. NACHSTÄDT, Plutarchi [ver n. 1], p. XXIII; 
DE LAZZER, Paralleli [ver n. 1], p. 139. 
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De todo lo analizado hasta ahora, podemos concluir: 


— Entanto que testimonio más antiguo y casi completo de par. min., F debe 
prevalecer a la hora de fijar el texto, en confrontación, sobre todo, con los 
otros códices antiguos no planudeos. 

— El hecho de que Planudes utilizara F para la copia de α —de donde deriva 
A y, por tanto, la mayoría de las copias planudeas- justifica las escasas 
discrepancias de entidad entre F y los codd. Planudei. 

— El docto monje tuvo que haber consultado otras copias para la confección 
de A, dado que no todas las correcciones introducidas pueden ser ope inge- 
nii, sino fruto del cotejo con un ejemplar hoy perdido. 

— No obstante, muchas de las emendationes introducidas por Planudes 
corresponden a mejoras de estilo o a interpretaciones personales del texto 
y, por tanto, no deberían prevalecer sobre las lecturas de F y del resto de 
familias! 


Álvaro IBÁÑEZ CHACÓN 
Universidad de Granada 


alvaroic@ugr.es 
SUMMARY 


Codicological, palaeographic and textual analysis of Par. gr. 1957 (F), the oldest 
manuscript with the pseudo-Plutarchean Parallela minora, used by Maximus Pla- 
nudes for his prototype of the corpus Plutarcheum: Ambr. 126 C inf. (a). 


9! Cf. GARZYA, Planude [ver n. 18], p. 53. 


LA VOIX DE DIEU : 
ETHOS DIVIN ET RYTHME DE PROSE 
DANS LE THRENE DE LA VILLE DE NICÉTAS CHÓNIATES 


Lorsqu'à la fin de l'année 1950, le professeur et docteur Carl Gustav 
Jung, marchant d'un pas pressé vers son cabinet de psychanalyse, léve la 
téte et observe l'adage d'Érasme qu'au début du siécle il avait fait inscrire 
au linteau de la porte — « Invoqué ou non, Dieu sera présent » —!, il sait qu'il 
a manifestement rendez-vous avec un patient de choix. De ces entretiens 
avec ce dernier paraitra, en 1952, un livre que Jung hésita à publier, intitulé 
Réponse à Job. Le livre suscita une foule d'ennemis nouveaux à l'éminent 
psychanalyste, en ressuscita d'anciens (pas Freud, car leur brouille fut éter- 
nelle) et le fácha définitivement avec le dominicain Victor White, son ami 
et spécialiste de Thomas d'Aquin. Ce qui choqua le plus ses contemporains 
n'était pas tant la publication des fantasmes et des pulsions de mort du patient 
que de pouvoir attacher un visage à celui-ci, puisque bien connu de tous - il 
s'agissait de Dieu lui-méme. 

Pas de n'importe quel Dieu cependant : il s'agissait du Dieu de l'Ancien 
Testament, que Jung pergoit comme une entité à la fois bénéfique et malé- 
fique, dressant le diagnostic du Tout-Puissant gráce à l'analyse méthodique 
de ses discours. C'est le premier cas de thérapie par la parole appliquée à 
une autre psyché que celle d'un humain. Prétendre parvenir aussi loin que 
Jung ne sera pas l'ambition de cette étude, même si nous tenterons d'appro- 
cher le Dieu de l'Ancien Testament de trés prés, en recourant aussi à l'analyse 
de ses discours. 

Le critére herméneutique pour ce faire est le rythme de prose?, et le domaine 
de recherche sur lequel on se concentrera, est un extrait de l'Histoire de 


! Gravée en capitales romaines au fronton de la porte principale de la maison de C. G. Jung 
à Küsnacht en Suisse, cette phrase apparaît dans les Collectanea adagiorum d'Érasme que 
Jung, alors ágé de 19 ans, avait acquis dans une édition de 1563. Il est présenté par Jung comme 
un oracle delphique. Cf. C. G. JUNG, Letters : 1951-1961, éd. G. ADLER — A. JAFFE — R. HULL, 
Princeton, 1975, p. 611. 

? La bibliographie scientifique sur les rythmes de prose grec et latin est vaste. Le rythme 
de prose byzantin a fait l'objet de l'attention de (nous sélectionons) P. MAAS, Der byzanti- 
nische Zwölfsilber, dans BZ, 12 (1903), pp. 278-323 ; J. KODER — J. PARAMELLE, Syméon le 
Nouveau Theologien. Hymnes, I (SC, 156), Paris, 1969, pp. 53-78 ; R. MAISANO, La clausola 
ritmica nella prosa di Niceforo Basilace, dans JÓB, 25 (1976), pp. 87-104 ; classique et 
indispensable : W. HÖRANDNER, Der Prosarhythmus in der rhetorischen Literatur der Byzan- 
tiner (WBS, 16), Vienne, 1981 ; V. VALIAVITCHARSKA, Rhetoric and Rhythm in Byzantium: 


Byzantion 89, 297-329. doi: 10.2143/BYZ.89.0.3287074 
€ 2019 by Byzantion. All rights reserved. 
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l'orateur et théologien byzantin Nicétas Chôniatès (c. 1155-c. 1217)᾽. Cet 
extrait, que les scholiastes voire l'auteur lui-méme appellent le « Thréne de 
la Ville »^, se trouve à la fin de l'ouvrage. Chóniatés y déplore la chute de 
Constantinople en 1204 devant les armées croisées?. Pour la premiére fois, 
la deuxiéme Rome était tombée, la mise à sac et les massacres durérent trois 
jours et Nicétas ne dut la vie sauve qu'à un ami vénitien qui, se faisant 
passer pour croisé, lui permit de quitter les rives du Bosphore, abattu et 
dépouillé mais vivant. 

Cet extrait, reflet de cette καταστροφή sans précédent, appartient au 
genre rhétorique de l'oraison funèbre ou « monodie »°. Nicétas s’illustra 
plusieurs fois dans le genre”. Aelius Aristide, orateur du 2° s., lui offrait, 


The Sound of Persuasion, Cambridge (MA), 2013 ; M. STEINRÜCK, Antike Formen : Materia- 
lien zur Geschichte von Katalog, Mythos und Dialog (Lexis, Suppl., 67), Amsterdam, 2013, 
pp. 462-475. 

3 L'édition utilisée est celle de J.-L. VAN DIETEN, Nicetae Choniatae Historia (CFHB, 
11/1), Berlin - New-York, 1975. L'Histoire de Nicétas ne s'est pas faite en un jour : com- 
mencée sans doute sous le régne d’Isaac II, elle est le résultat de cinq phases successives de 
composition mises en circulation par l'auteur. Van Dieten édite la version auctior, qui est la 
derniére. La Thréne de la Ville appartient aux deux derniéres phases de rédaction : l'avant- 
derniére, vraisemblablement destinée à la cour byzantine d'Épire, et celle, finale, que nous 
lisons aujourd'hui. A. Simpson a étudié les différentes versions de l'Histoire, en reprenant et 
en augmentant de ses analyses le dossier établi par van Dieten (VAN DIETEN, Nicetae Choniatae 
Historia, pp. LVI-LVII), cf. A. SIMPSON, Before and after 1204: the versions of Niketas Choniates’ 
Historia, dans DOP, 60 (2006), pp. 189-221 ; IDEM, Niketas Choniates: A Historiographical 
Study (Oxford Studies in Byzantium), Oxford, 2013, pp. 68-123. 

^ Cf. Oxoniensis Bodleianus Roe 22 (a. 1286), f. 435 ; Monacensis graecus 450 (14° siècle), 
f. 216" ; Parisinus graecus 3041 (14° siècle ?), f. 261. Cf. VAN DIETEN, Nicetae Choniatae His- 
toria [voir n. 3], pp. XXII, XXV et XLI. La mention de ce nom en marge de trois manuscrits qui 
ne remontent pas au méme prototype, suggere qu'il provient de Chöniates lui-m&me. Notons 
également que la scholie rubriquée de l'Oxoniensis ne figure pas dans la recension de van 
Dieten, ni dans l'apparat critique de l'Histoire. Pour ce détail, nous remercions vivement un 
des rapporteurs anonymes. 

5 VAN DIETEN, Nicetae Choniatae Historia [voir n. 3], p. 576, 1-p. 582, 46. Par la suite, les 
références à cette édition seront données sous la forme Nic. CH., Hist., 576, 1-582, 46. On 
trouvera avec la traduction italienne du texte des notes historiques et philologiques érudites : 
A. PONTANI — F. M. ΡΟΝΤΑΝΙ -- J. L. VAN DIETEN, Niceta Coniata. Grandezza e catastrofe di 
Bisanzio : narrazione cronologica (Scrittori greci e latini), HI, Rome — Milan, 2014, pp. 268- 
281. 

6 Deux scholies de Jean Chortasménos, qui fut notaire du patriarche de Constantinople au 
15* siécle, nomment ce texte ainsi : Vaticanus graecus 163 (13* siécle) f. 208" (Hist. 576, 
1sq). Cf. van DIETEN, Nicetae Choniatae Historia [voir n. 3], p. XXv. La monodie est l’oraison 
funébre que l'on prononce devant le corps du défunt, par opposition à l'épitaphios que l'on 
prononce aux dates anniversaires du décés. Le nom de thréne renvoie directement au chant de 
deuil du héros tragique (comme le thréne de Cassandre à la fin de l'Agamemnon d'Eschyle) : 
l'auteur a pu donc attribuer cette référence au théátre, mais également à la Bible, en faisant 
écho aux thrénoi de Jérémie, comme nous le verrons plus bas. 

7 J.-L. VAN DIETEN, Nicetae Choniatae Orationes et Epistulae (CFHB, 3), Berlin - New-York, 
1972 : or. 3 « Épitaphios pour Théodore Trokhos » ; or. 6 « Monodie pour son fils mort en 
bas áge » ; or. 15 « Monodie pour son beau-frere Jean Bélissariotés ». 


LA VOIX DE DIEU: ETHOS DIVIN ET RYTHME DE PROSE 299 


pour le Thréne de la Ville, un parallele illustre : sa monodie pour la ville 
de Smyrne ravagée par un séisme?. Nicétas n'était peut-étre pas sans savoir 
que ce discours, parce qu'il avait profondément ému César, valut à Smyrne 
d'en recevoir les largesses destinées à sa reconstruction. Bien entendu, dans 
le texte de Nicétas, le César est Dieu et ses largesses sont pour un autre 
royaume. De plus, le Thréne de la Ville, parce qu'il en appelle aussi à 
l'espoir de rentrer un jour à Constantinople, qu'il affirme l'éternelle bien- 
veillance de Dieu aprés sa colére d'un moment et qu'il exhorte son audi- 
toire à ne pas perdre foi ni courage dans la volonté divine, a toutes les 
apparences de l'homélie. De fait, il vise à l'instar de l'homélie à expliquer 
les mystéres de la foi et les normes de la vie chrétienne en s'appuyant sur 
le texte biblique : les prophétes — Isaie, Jérémie et les Lamentations — sont 
convoqués par citations ou centons, mais aussi la Genése, le Deutéronome, 
le livre des Rois ou les Psaumes. Nicétas s'appuie ici sur un autre texte 
célébre : la déploration de la mise à sac du Temple de Jérusalem par Flavius 
Joséphe?. 

Le Thréne est donc une polyphonie oü s'entrelacent plusieurs voix, mais 
aussi un jeu de masques superposés aux voix enchássées : la voix de Dieu, 
lorsqu'elle est explicitement attribuée à celui-ci, semble toujours une citation 
de Jérémie ou d’Isaie, par la bouche desquels parle le Seigneur ; quant à la 
voix d'Isaie, elle est souvent prise en charge par la voix de l’orateur sans 
qu'il soit précisé qu'il s'agit d'une citation scripturaire. 

Peut-on supposer que l'auditoire avait un moyen de distinguer les dif- 
férentes voix ? Avait-il la possibilité, comme le public du théátre antique, 
de distinguer les différents personnages par leur éthos!°, mais un ethos 


5 W. DINDORF (éd.), Aristides, I, Leipzig, 1829, pp. 424-428. 

? SIMPSON, Niketas Choniates : A Historiographical Study [voir n. 3], pp. 259-268. 

10 Le concept d’erhos chez les Anciens ne semble pas renvoyer seulement à un caractere 
dénoté ou composé par le vocabulaire et l’articulation des idées, mais aussi, comme au théátre 
ou dans la poésie archaique, par le rythme choisi. Ainsi, un méme personnage présent dans 
deux ceuvres d'un méme auteur n'aura pas nécessairement la méme voix. Dans la Rhetorique 
à Alexandre 22, il n'est pas impossible que l'auteur, au sujet du discours écrit, expose cette 
doctrine en appelant « parties » (meke) ce qui sera nommé par la suite « membres » (köla). 
Il établit une adéquation forte entre la longueur de ces « parties » et les caracteres rhétoriques 
(22, 8). Chez Aristote (Rh. 1, 2, 3 [1356a] ; 2, 1), la notion rhétorique d'ethos fait partie 
des moyens de persuasion. S’il n'évoque pas la question du rythme, Aristote n'en défend pas 
moins l'aptitude du discours à produire l’ethos. Il en fait la plus efficace des preuves. 
Cf. F. WoERTHER, L'éthos aristotélicien, Paris, 2007. Le rythme de prose préoccupe Aristote 
en Rh. 3, 9. Le premier à établir explicitement le lien entre rythme et éthos est Denys d’Ha- 
licarnasse, dans sa Composition stylistique 21-26. Le ch. 25 est tout particuliérement dédié au 
rythme de prose. Les rhéteurs d'époque impériale feront de l'éthopée et de la prosopopée des 
exercices destinés à construire et perfectionner l'usage de l’erhos : Aelius Théon (2° siècle) 
Prog. 8, Hermogène (2° siècle) Prog. 20, Aphthonios (35 siècle) Prog. 34, 2-3, et M. STEINRUCK, 
Ethos et rythme chez Sévére d'Alexandrie, dans E. AMATO — J. ScHAMP (éds), HOOIIOIIA. 
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dépouillé du costume, du masque et, probablement, d'une partie de la 
gestuelle scénique ? Il faudrait alors présumer que sans le corps, il reste 
la voix, au coeur de laquelle le rythme de prose serait l'héritier de la métrique 
et de la rythmique du théátre de l'Antiquité. La voix d'un personnage y 
serait caractérisée par le jeu des accents, des sons, des syllabes et par leur 
agencement. 

Afin d'étudier, chez Nicétas, la constitution d'un éthos divin propre au 
rythme de la voix de Dieu, qui la distinguerait des autres voix présentes 
dans le texte, nous procéderons en deux temps. Dans un premier volet, 
nous nous pencherons sur la maniére dont s'organise la polyphonie qui 
caractérise la voix de Dieu. Nous verrons selon quels schémas se construit 
l'enchássement des voix au sein des trois extraits où Dieu se manifeste et 
si elle participe à l'éthos divin. Dans un second volet, nous aborderons les 
rythmes de la voix divine, à travers d'une analyse syllabique et accentuelle. 
Les deux points précis qui retiendront notre attention, seront l'organisation 
des syllabes par membres de phrase, ou köla, et l'organisation des accents 
par clausules. 


Un éthos imperceptible ? La polyphonie comme condition d'existence de 
la voix divine 


Les trois moments oü se manifeste la voix de Dieu dans le Threne de la 
Ville ne sont pas exactement sur le méme plan, mais semblent avoir en 
commun une voix divine médiatisée, assumée par une autre voix. 

Le premier extrait se présente ainsi : 


πότε θεόθεν ἐνωτίσῃ' « ἐξεγείρου, ἐξεγείρου, ἀνάστηθι fj πιοῦσα τὸ 
ποτήριον τοῦ θυμοῦ μου καὶ τὸ κόνδυ τῆς πτώσεως. ἔνδυσαι τὴν ἰσχύν σου, 
ἔνδυσαι τὴν δόξαν σου. ἐκτίναξαι τὸν χοῦν καὶ ἀνάστηθι. ἔκδυσαι τὸν δεσμὸν 
τοῦ τραχήλου σου’ πλάτυνον τὸν τόπον τῆς σκηνῆς σου καὶ τῶν αὐλαιῶν σου. 
μὴ φοβοῦ, ὅτι κατῃσχύνθης, μηδὲ ἐντραπῇς, ὅτι ὠνειδίσθης καὶ ἐκρότησαν 
ἐπὶ σοὶ χεῖρας πάντες oi παραπορευόμενοι ὅδόν, ἐσύρισαν καὶ ἐκίνησαν 
κεφαλὰς αὐτῶν καὶ εἶπον: “αὕτη ἐστὶν ἢ πόλις, στέφανος δόξης καὶ εὐφρο- 
σύνη πάσης τῆς γῆς” καὶ πῶς ἐκάθισε χήρα À πεπληθυσμένη λαῶν καὶ ἢ 
ἄρχουσα ἐν χώραις ἐγεννήθη εἰς φόρους ;" »!!. 


La représentation de caractéres, entre fiction scolaire et réalité vivante à l'époque impériale 
et tardive, Fribourg — Salerne, 2005, pp. 156-162. On en trouve une bonne définition chez 
Hermogéne le Rhéteur, Prog. 20, 7-8, et des illustrations, notamment d’Hypéride et de Sophocle, 
chez Apsinés (Art rh. 10, 7). La réflexion menée sur l’ethos par Hermogéne (De ideis 2, 2) 
montre qu'il s'agit d'une des strates du discours qui se construit par les mots, les figures et 
les rythmes. 

! Nic. Cua., Hist., 577, 31-578, 42. 
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Quand de Dieu entendras-tu : « Réveille-toi, réveille-toi ! Debout ! Toi qui as 
bu la coupe de Ma colére et le calice de la chute!?. Véts-toi de ta force, véts-toi 
de ta gloire. Secoue ta poussière ! Debout ! Dégage ton cou des liens !!* Élargis 
l'espace de ta tente et de tes tentures ! ^ Ne crains pas d'avoir été humiliée ; 
ne te détourne pas par honte d'avoir été injuriée!f et parce que tous les passants 
du chemin à ta vue ont frappé dans leurs mains, sifflé, hoché la téte, et qu'ils 
ont dit : “Est-ce cette Ville, la couronne de gloire et la joie de toute la terre ?”!7 
et “Comment est-elle assise veuve, la Ville fourmillante de vie, et, princesse 
parmi les contrées, est-elle réduite à la corvée ?” »!8 


Dans ce premier extrait, la voix de Dieu (de « Réveille-toi » à « et qu'ils 


P 


ont dit »), qui contient la voix du peuple (de « Est-ce cette Ville » à « cor- 
vée »), est enchássée dans la voix de l'orateur (« Quand de Dieu enten- 
dras-tu »). Les trois voix retentissent sans que le cadre qui les enserre ne se 
referme : on remarquera la présence d'embrayeus de discours (« Quand de 
ton Dieu entendras-tu... » p. 577, 31 ; « ils ont dit » p. 578, 38), mais 
l'absence de chevilles rétrospectives, à l'instar du ὣς ἔφατο homérique, qui 
viendraient refermer les voix les unes autour des autres, comme des cercles 
concentriques. Le schéma est plutót celui de cercles partageant un méme 
point de leur périmétre (schéma 1), ce qui est déjà, au 2° s., la maniére du 
romancier Achille Tatius? et une des catégories stylistiques d’Hermogéne 
le Rhéteur?, dont les écrits furent les manuels de rhétorique du millénaire 
byzantin. 


12 [s., 51, 17. 

19.521. 

1* 15. 52,2. 

15 Is., 54, 2. 

16 Ts., 54, 4, 

U Lam., 2, 15. 

18 Lam., 1, 1. En l'absence de mention contraire, les traductions sont les nótres. 

19 Le roman Leucippé et Clitophon s'ouvre en effet par la voix d'un narrateur anonyme 
(1, 1-2), qui prend en charge celle du protagoniste du roman, Clitophon, qui raconte sa propre 
histoire (I, 3). Cette voix-cadre du narrateur anonyme ne reviendra plus et le roman s'achéve 
sur celle de Clitophon. 

20 M. PATILLON (éd. trad.), Corpus rhetoricum, IV, Paris, 2012, pp. 126-135 [HERMOGENE, 
Les catégories stylistiques du discours, 2, 1]. Hermogéne théorise dans ce passage la gorgotés 
(« vivacité »), qui semble une catégorie stylistique inédite. La construction linguistique de 
cette derniére repose principalement sur le fait de séparer, par exemple par des incises (Her- 
mogéne parle d’hypostrophai), les syntagmes les plus étroitement liées d'une phrase, au point 
qu'une méme phrase devient « brisée » par des éléments de commentaires, des précisions, des 
apostrophes, des circonstancielles (2,1, 8). L'aspect est celui d'une polyphonie, au sein d'une 
méme voix. Cf. STEINRÜCK, Antike Formen [voir n. 2], pp. 381-383. La majorité des exemples 
proviennent de Démosthéne, mais, parce que Hermogéne ne cesse de fractionner son discours 
et d'y insérer la voix de l'Orateur, il donne lui-même une trés bonne illustration de la théorie 
de la vivacité. Cf. S. KUTTNER-HoMs, L'héritage de la littérature antique autoréférentielle 
dans l'euvre de Nicétas Chóniatés (These de doctorat inédite, Univ. de Caen, dir. C. JOUANNO), 
vol. 1, 2016, pp. 327-333. 
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Voix de l'orateur 


Voix de Dieu 


Voix du Peuple 


Schéma 1. L'enchássement des voix dans le 1*' extrait 
(Nic. CH., Hist., 577, 31-578, 42). 


Le second extrait se situe immédiatement aprés celui-ci. La foule a raillé 
la cité détruite et la voix de l'orateur semble réapparaitre, afin de relancer 
le discours?! : 

εἶπε γὰρ ô θεός cov: « χρόνον μικρὸν κατέλιπόν σε, καὶ pet” ἐλέους 
μεγάλου οἰκτειρήσω σε. Ev θυμῷ μικρῷ ἀπέστρεψα τὸ πρόσωπόν μου, καὶ 
ἐν ἐλέῳ αἰωνίῳ ἐλεήσω σε». 

Car ton Dieu a dit : « Un court instant, Je t'ai délaissée, mais Je te plaindrai, 


avec une grande compassion. Dans un bref courroux, J'ai détourné Mon visage 
de toi, mais dans Ma miséricorde éternelle, Je prendrai pitié de toi »?, 


L'opposition entre colére violente mais bréve et miséricorde espérée 
mais éternelle constituera le fil de la dernière partie du Thrène au point de 
tisser une véritable théodicée. Ce deuxiéme extrait est la justification du 
précédent : introduit par γάρ. il vient donner une raison et un but au mal- 
heur du temps présent, qui est un moyen pour Dieu d'amener l'homme à la 
résipiscence. 

L'embrayeur du discours (eine γὰρ ó θεός σου) a ici un statut intertextuel 
un peu particulier. On trouve ce membre de phrase chez Isaie, tradition- 
nellement à la fin du verset qui précéde celui que cite Nicétas (« χρόνον 
μικρὸν κατέλιπόν σε etc. ») et sous une forme légèrement différente : 
εἶπεν ô θεός oov”. Le syntagme change donc subtilement de statut : il 
passe de celui d'incise à celui de causale, de cheville rétrospective à celui 


?! Nic. CH., Hist., 578, 40-42. 

2 Is., 54, 7-8. 

33 Is., 54, 6. Cette phrase est par ailleurs bien attestée dans l'Ancien Testament : le TLG 
en fournit quelques 70 occurrences. 
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de cheville prospective?*, de membre de 6 syllabes à celui de 7. Cette variation 
ténue vaut appropriation : ce qui était la voix du prophéte devient la voix de 
l'orateur. La valeur intertextuelle de la proposition lui conserve néanmoins 
sa coloration prophétique. Cette petite phrase a donc, dans le jeu des voix, 
une place singuliére sur laquelle nous reviendrons. 

Même réduite à deux voix enchássées, l'organisation de passage est la 
méme que celle de l'extrait précédent (schéma 2). 


Voix du prophéte - 
voix de l'orateur 


Voix de Dieu 


Schéma 2. L’enchässement des voix dans le 25 extrait 
(Nic. CH., Hist., 578, 40-42). 


Alors que les deux premiers extraits sont extrémement proches et liés 
par la conjonction, le troisiéme extrait se situe bien aprés, dans le dernier 
mouvement du texte dédié à la justice divine?. Au milieu de ce mouvement, 
Dieu intervient à nouveau? : 

Διὰ προφήτου βοᾷ μεγακήρυκος « γίγαντες ἔρχονται πληρῶσαι τὸν θυμόν 
μου, χαίροντες ἅμα καὶ παίζοντες: ἡγιασμένοι εἰσί, κἀγὼ ἄγω αὐτούς ». 
Par l'intermédiaire du Prophéte, du trés-grand héraut, Il crie : « Des géants 


viennent accomplir Ma colére, à la fois se réjouissant et s'amusant ; ils sont 
bénis et c'est Moi qui les conduis »?”, 


Dans ce passage, la voix de Dieu est assumée explicitement par Isaie, 
qui est en fonction de prophete (« celui qui parle à la place de »). Comme 


24 Ce passage d’Isaie, parcouru dans un ouvrage en scriptio continua dépourvu de signes 
destinés à aider la lecture, laisse une certaine liberté au lecteur qui peut y voir une cheville 
prospective amorgant le verset 7. 

35 Nic. CH., Hist., 580, 5-581, 27. 

26 Νις, CH., Hist., 581, 17-19. 

2 Cf δ. 13; 3. 
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précédemment, les chevilles rétrospectives manquent, mais l'embrayeur ici 
est un peu différent : la voix de l'orateur signale qu'il y a concomitance 
entre la voix prophétique et la voix divine. Entendre Isaie, c'est entendre 
Dieu. Aussi, le schéma d'organisation du discours est à rapprocher du premier 
extrait : la voix de l'orateur assume la voix du prophéte qui assume celle de 
Dieu ; mais dans cet extrait, si on représente les voix par des cercles, celles 
du prophéte et celle de Dieu partagent exactement le méme périmétre : 


Voix de l'orateur 


Voix du Prophéte 


Voix de Dieu 


Schéma 3. L’enchässement des voix dans le 3° extrait 
(Nic. Ca., Hist., 581, 16-19). 


Ce mouvement dédié à la justice divine et le texte dans son ensemble 
s'achévent par une intervention directe de l'auteur (« C'est pour cela que 
j affirme qu'il faut considérer que les malheurs qui surviennent... » p. 581, 
28) et par la voix du roi David que prolonge harmonieusement la voix de 
l'orateur, à qui revient le point final du texte. 

Dans ces trois extraits, la voix de Dieu ne se manifeste pas par elle-méme, 
mais requiert un médiateur pour étre transmise aux hommes. Le fait est 
attesté dans la Bible elle-méme : le buisson ardent, Moise écrivant les 
Tables de la Loi ou l'Ange de l'Annonciation sont autant de figures chargées 
de porter la parole divine. Dans le troisiéme extrait, Isaie est désigné comme 
médiateur divin, mais dans les deux extraits précédents, l'orateur lui-méme 
joue ce róle. Le point commun entre ces trois passages est donc la présence 
nécessaire du prophéte, leur point de divergence, la nature de ce prophéte. 
La voix de l'orateur agit à chaque fois comme didascalie interne, distribuant 
l'apparition des voix dans le texte. La voix de Dieu n'est pas seulement 
médiatisée par les embrayeurs de discours, elle est toujours vox prophetae, 
tant celle d'Isaie, comme le confirme un rapide regard sur les citations com- 
posant le texte, que celle de Jérémie, qui intervient lorsque Dieu prend à son 
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compte la voix de la foule. Le premier schéma compte donc deux cercles de 
plus : à celui figurant la voix divine se superpose un cercle représentant la 
voix d'Isaie, à celui représentant la voix de la foule se superpose celui figu- 
rant la voix de Jérémie. 

Ce degré supplémentaire dans l'enchássement des voix, signalé par 
l'intertextualité, achéve de mettre en évidence le fait que la voix de Dieu est 
une polyphonie. Sans existence propre, sinon celle que lui donne le choeur 
des prophétes, qui parfois sont le relais de la vox populi, l'éthos de Dieu 
est-il imperceptible ? Pas imperceptible ; disons plutót : incompréhensible. 
Exactement comme le Dieu de Dante est au-delà du Paradis ou le premier 
moteur des sphères aristotélicien est au-delà de l’éther, le Dieu de Nicétas 
excéde la possibilité d'une voix unique : il ne peut étre circonscrit. 

Cette polyphonie est donc, paradoxalement, la condition d'existence de 
la voix de Dieu. Faut-il conclure, à ce stade de l'analyse, à une absence 
d’ethos ? Bien au contraire, c'est le caractére particulier de la voix divine 
et de sa mise en scéne que de ne pas avoir de voix en propre : l’erhos de 
Dieu serait de ne pas en avoir. Ce raffinement de la pensée ne semble pas 
le trait distinctif de l'écriture nicétéenne mais une adéquation du style avec 
le dogme et la théologie orthodoxes. Néanmoins, dans le cadre d'un texte 
destiné à la performance ou à la lecture, de telles abstractions suffisent-elles 
pour reconnaitre la voix divine dans le Thréne ? Les différences entre les 
textes d'Isaie et de Jérémie présents dans la Septante avec leurs citations 
dans le texte de Nicétas montrent que ce dernier en a réécrites quelques- 
unes, notamment en supprimant toutes les apostrophes à Jérusalem, en 
permutant l'ordre de certaines, en changeant ici un mot, là une syllabe. 
Le rythme étant une composante majeure de l'éthos des personnages, il est 
permis de supposer que ces réécritures tendent à couler le rythme de la 
Septante dans celui voulu par Nicétas afin de forger l’erhos de Dieu. 


La polyrythmie de la voix de Dieu : à la recherche de l'élément unique ? 


La méthode d'analyse du rythme de prose est celle adoptée par J. Päll?® 
pour l'Antiquité et V. Valiavitcharska?? pour le Moyen-Äge byzantin. Du 
point de vue de la méthode, ces travaux récents mettent en évidence que, 
d'une part, la prose ne saurait étre à une époque ancienne un « degré zéro » 
de la langue, dépourvue d'effets et de travail, et que d'autre part, le texte ne 
doit pas étre percu comme un bloc fait de lignes, marqué seulement par des 


28 J, PALL, Form, Style and syntax: Towards a method of description of Greek prose 
rhythm : The example of « Helen's encomion » by Gorgias, Tartu, 2007. 
22 V, VALIAVITCHARSKA, Rhetoric and Rhythm in Byzantium [voir n. 2]. 
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allitérations, des assonances ou des isocolies, mais comme un mouvement, 
concerté et médité, dédié à la performance. Ce mouvement est rythme, et 
les orateurs byzantins semblent l'avoir compris sur deux strates formelles 
en méme temps. 

La premiere strate s'organise autour de membres de phrases, les köla, 
parfois divisés en sous-unités, les kommata, dont le dénominateur commun 
est le nombre de syllabes. L'auteur peut choisir des köla plus ou moins 
longs, plus ou moins subdivisibles, et les organiser par un jeu d'échos et 
d’hapax phoniques. Cette strate se comprend sur trois niveaux : un niveau 
microscopique, qui est le régne de l'interaction entre sous-unités — et qui ne 
retiendra pas ici notre attention —, un niveau intermédiaire, qui est celui 
du nombre de syllabes par kölon, et enfin un niveau macroscopique, qui 
concerne le regroupement des köla entre eux. Ces regroupements corres- 
pondent à une unité de diction ou de souffle. L'orateur peut ainsi choisir de 
parler par groupes de deux, trois ou quatre köla, au sein d'un méme discours. 
Ces regroupements ne sont pas significatifs en eux-mémes ; ils ne le sont 
que dans le projet global du discours et par la valeur que leur assigne l'orateur. 
Ainsi, dans le jeu d'enchássement des voix, on peut supposer que la voix de 
Dieu ne regroupe pas ses köla de la méme facon que Jérémie ou le roi 
David, on peut aussi supposer que la voix de Dieu ne recourt pas à un seul 
type de regroupement. 

La seconde strate s'organise autour de l'accent, notamment au niveau de 
la clausule. Il s'agit à la fin du kölon d'étre sensible aux deux derniers 
accents et au nombre de syllabes atones qui les suivent respectivement. 
Le rythme est, bien entendu, donné par l'accent. Ainsi, une clausule com- 
posée de deux syllabes accentuées suivies respectivement de deux syllabes 
atones (X x x X x x) sera appelée double-dactyle. Dans l'analyse complete 
du Thréne de la Ville, placée en annexe, on ne notera, par commodité, que 
les syllabes atones par un chiffre correspondant à leur nombre. Ainsi et par 
exemple, le double-dactyle est noté 2.2, la clausule hexamétrique, 2.1, et 
ainsi de suite. Comme pour la poésie byzantine, tous les accents graphiques 
n'étaient pas des accents prononcés ; on peut ainsi retenir de maniére sché- 
matique que les monosyllabes, comme les articles, les prépositions, les mots 
de liaisons et les particules ne comptent pas pour une syllabe accentuée. 
Cette régle est davantage une convention qu'un systéme. 

Pour appliquer efficacement cette méthode au rythme du premier extrait, 
l'analyse a été étendue à ce qui le précéde et à ce qui le clót, c'est-à-dire à 
la voix de l’orateur sous forme de questions oratoires, à l'intervention du roi 
David et, donc, au deuxième extrait, Dans l'analyse suivante, la première 


30 Nic. CH., Hist., 577, 30-578, 44. 
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colonne de droite indique le nombre de syllabes par kölon ; le nombre aprés 
un signe d'égalité renvoie à la somme des syllabes d'un regroupement de 
kóla. Dans la seconde colonne de droite, on a indiqué le rythme des clausules 
par le nombre de syllabes atones entre chaque accent. Le rythme de prose y 
parait celui-ci (en gras = voix de Dieu / * = citation d'Isaie / ** = citation 
de Jérémie / en italiques = voix du roi David / corps de police normal = 
voix de l'orateur) : 


τίς τὴν προτέραν OTOANV ἐπενδύσει σε; 12 2:2. 
πότε θεόθεν votion: 9-21 3.1 
« ἐξεγείρου, ἐξεγείρου, ἀνάστηθι" 12 2.2 
fj πιοῦσα τὸ ποτήριον τοῦ θυμοῦ µου καὶ τὸ κόνδυ τῆς πτώσεως" 21233 2.2 
ἔνδυσαι τὴν ἰσχύν σου, ἔνδυσαι τὴν δόξαν σου." 14 3.2 
ἐκτίναξαι τὸν χοῦν καὶ ἀνάστηθι.Ἔ 11225 22 
ἔκδυσαι τὸν δεσμὸν τοῦ τραχήλου σου * 1 2.2 
πλάτυνον τὸν τόπον τῆς σκηνῆς σου καὶ τῶν αὐλαιῶν σου." 16227 5.1 
μὴ φοβοῦ, ὅτι κατῃσχύνθης * 9 3.1 
μηδὲ ἐντραπῇς, ὅτι ὠνειδίσθης" 11-20 3.1 
καὶ ἐκρότησαν ἐπὶ σοὶ χεῖρας πάντες ol παραπορευόμενοι ὁδόν": 22 3.0 
ἐσύρισαν καὶ ἐκίνησαν κεφαλὰς αὐτῶν καὶ εἴπον ** 17239 1.1 
“αὕτη ἐστὶν í πόλις, στέφανος δόξης καὶ εὐφροσύνη πάσης τῆς γῆς" 21 2.0 
καὶ πῶς ἐκάθισε χήρα ἢ πεπληθυσμένη λαῶν; 1653; 2.0 
καὶ fj ἄρχουσα ἐν χώραις ἐγεννήθη εἰς φόρους ;’ »** 15 2:1 
εἶπε γὰρ ὁ θεός cov'* 7222 41 
« χρόνον μικρὸν κατέλιπόν σε, 9 1.1 
καὶ μετ’ ἐλέους μεγάλου οἰκτειρήσω σε." 13222 32 
£v θυμῷ μικρῷ ἀπέστρεψα τὸ πρόσωπόν μου." 14 1.1 
καὶ ἐν ἐλέῳ αἰωνίῳ ἐλεήσω σε ».* 14228 3.2 
ἢ γοῦν ἄσεις Δαυιτικῶς πρὸς θεὸν 1 2.0 
«κατὰ τὸ πλῆθος τῶν ὀδυνῶν µου ἓν τῇ καρδίᾳ µου 16 4.2 
αἱ παρακλήσεις σου εὔφραναν τὴν ψυχήν µου». 13240 441 
Τίς ἐπιστήσεταί σοι Μωσῆς καινουργὸς 12 2.0 
ἢ ἐπανάγων ἐποφθήσεται Ζοροβάβελ; 14-26 41 


Qu'observe-t-on ? En considérant d'abord la première strate (la strate 
syllabique) et le point de vue macroscopique des regroupements de köla, il 
est notable que l'ensemble de ce passage semble organisé en dikóla de lon- 
gueur variable, à l'exception d'un trikólon, à la fin du passage, au moment 
ou la voix du roi David se joint à l'ensemble. La mise en relation de cet 
extrait avec l'analyse complete du Thréne tend à mettre en évidence que les 


308 STANISLAS KUTTNER-HOMS 


trikóla sont employés par l'orateur comme rythme de clóture?! : aprés 
εὔφραναν τὴν ψυχήν µου, un mouvement du discours se ferme. De ce point 
de vue, la voix de Dieu, organisée par 9 dikóla, ne se distingue pas, par 
exemple, de celle de l'orateur et obéit à l'organisation rythmique propre à 
l'ensemble du Thréne. 

Du point de vue intermédiaire du nombre de syllabes par kölon, les voix 
semblent davantage caractérisées. Alors que les interventions de l'orateur, au 
début et à la fin de l'extrait, totalisent entre 21 et 26 syllabes par dikólon, et que 
celles de David (de κατὰ τὸ πλῆθος à τὴν ψυχήν µου) en comptent un peu 
plus (29 syllabes), la voix de Dieu tend à atteindre des totaux plus élevés : 
trois dikóla comptent respectivement 33, 39 et 37 syllabes. Dans l'ensemble 
du Thréne, deux autres occurrences d'un kölon de 33 syllabes, attribuables 
à la voix de l’orateur, sont repérables (Hist., 576, 4-5 : ὢ fj γενομένη πυρὸς 
μερὶς πολλῷ δραστικωτέρου τοῦ καταιβασίου πάλαι πυρὸς Πενταπόλεως ; 
579, 67-68 : τοῦ δὲ περιχυθῆναί σοι γνησίως καὶ προσπλακῆναι θαρρα- 
λέως ὣς πρότερον παντάπασιν ἑστερήμεθα). Ces trois membres de phrase 
sont de toute évidence en écho, puisqu'ils traitent du méme sujet : les mal- 
heurs qui ont frappé la Ville, un passé béni mais perdu. 

À cette premiere singularité de la voix de Dieu s’ajoutent plusieurs autres. 
Caractérisée par des köla allant de 7 à 22 syllabes, la voix divine est, dans 
le Thréne, celle qui couvre le spectre rythmique le plus large. Considérée 
sous l'angle du nombre de syllabes, elle est la seule à contenir un kölon 
de 7 syllabes (Hist., 578, 40 : eine γὰρ ὃ θεός cov), qui est unique dans 
l'ensemble du texte. Par comparaison, la voix de l'orateur est constituée de 
kóla de 9 à 35 syllabes. Considérée sous l'angle stylistique, la voix divine 
correspond, par le truchement de ce kölon unique, au style que les rhéteurs 
de métier appelent « humble », et, par l'entremise des autres membres de 
phrases, au « grand » ou « haut style », fait de köla longs et majestueux??. 

Cette variété du spectre rythmique n'est cependant pas sans organisation. 
De « ἐξεγείρου » à « ὠνειδίσθης », puis de « eine γὰρ 6 θεός σου » à 
« ἐλεήσω σε », c'est Isaïe qui parle, de « αὕτη ἐστὶν ἢ πόλις » à « εἰς 
φόρους », c'est Jérémie”. La voix d'Isaie se distingue de celle de Jérémie. 


5! Cf. Annexe 1, oü le texte, disposé selon le rythme de prose, montre que les grands 
nouvements qui l'ordonnent (marqués par des chiffres romains), s'achévent sur un trikólon. 
32 La premiere taxinomie conservée de cette esthétique semble étre celle de Démétrios le 
Rhéteur (Du style, 1-9). 
3 On remarquera que la répartition des voix est réfléchie : 
A. Orateur (Hist., 577, 30-31) 
B. Isaie (Hist., 577, 30-35) 
C. Jérémie (Hist., 577, 35-40) 
B. Isaie (Hist., 577, 40-42) 
D. David (Hist., 577, 43-44) 
A. Orateur (Hist., 577, 45-46) 
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De fait, les douze köla impartis à Isaie comptent entre 7 et 21 syllabes, avec 
une préférence pour les köla de 11 et 14 syllabes. Les cinq köla échus à 
Jérémie comptent entre 15 et 22 syllabes et, point remarquable, aucun 
n'est identique. Les deux prophétes se situent donc aux extrémités sur l'arc 


syllabique de la parole divine, Isaie auprés de la briéveté, Jérémie aupres de 


la prolixité**. 


Ces deux voix sont-elles caractérisées de maniére semblable dans le reste 
du Thréne de la Ville ? Pour ce qui est celle d'Isaie, prenons à nouveau le 
troisiéme extrait : 


καὶ διὰ προφήτου βοᾷ μεγακήρυκος « γίγαντες ἔρχονται πληρῶσαι 
τὸν θυμόν μου, 26 3.1 
χαίροντες ἅμα καὶ παίζοντες”: ἡγιασμένοι εἰσί, κἀγὼ ἄγω αὐτούς»: 22 2.0 


Dans cet extrait, les kóla respectent les tendances majeures du « grand 
style » : 22 et 26 syllabes. On remarquera que le premier kólon est constitué 
de deux kommata de 13 syllabes (pause aprés μεγακήρυκος) et le second 
d'un komma de 9 syllabes, comme nous en avons vu précédemment dans les 
citations d'Isaie constituant la voix de Dieu, et d'un de 13 syllabes. La voix 
d'Isaie se distingue ainsi par une certaine régularité dans les différents 
extraits. 


34 La comparaison avec le texte de la Septante montre que Nicétas a fabriqué les ethe des 
deux prophétes. Les citations exactes ne sont pas la norme et la plupart d'entre elles sont des 
reconstructions à partir du texte biblique : ici, Nicétas a coupé ; là, il a assemblé comme dans 
un centon ; souvent, il a coupé et suturé deux syntagmes séparés dans la Septante par d'autres 
kóla, devenus ainsi consécutifs ; parfois, il a ajouté un mot ou une particule. Nous donnons 
dans l'Annexe 4 un exemple de ce travail de création littéraire à travers l'extrait n? 3 de la 
présente étude (Hist., 577-31-578, 42). La bibliographie sur la création littéraire à Byzance, 
en tant que variation au sein du cadre inborné et fécond de la mimésis, est vaste. Par com- 
modité, nous renvoyons seulement ici à l'approche classique de H. HUNGER, On the Imitation 
(μίμησις) of Antiquity in Byzantine Letters, dans DOP, 23-24 (1969-1970), pp. 17-38 ; aux 
réflexions rassemblées par A. LITTLEWOOD (éd.), Originality in Byzantine Literature, Art, and 
Music, Oxford, 1995 ; aux réévaluations du concept de mimésis par I. NILSSON, From Homer 
to Hermoniakos: Some Considerations of Troy Matter in Byzantine Literature, dans Troia- 
nalexandrina, 4 (2004), pp. 9-34 ; EADEM, Discovering Literariness in the Past: Literature 
vs. History in the Synopsis Chronike of Konstantinos Manasses, dans P. ΟΡΟΚΙΟΟ — P. AGA- 
PITOS — M. HINTERBERGER (éds), L'écriture de la mémoire : la littérarité de l'historiographie, 
Paris, 2006, pp. 15-31 ; I. NiLssoN & E. NYSTRÖM, To Compose, to Read and to Use a 
Byzantine Text: Aspects of the Chronicle of Constantine Manasses, dans BMGS, 33/1 (2009), 
pp. 42-60 ; I. NILsson, The Same Story, but Another: A Reappraisal of Literary Imitation in 
Byzantium, dans E. SCHIFFER — A. RHOBY (éds), Imitatio — Aemulatio — Variatio. Akten des 
internationalen wissenchaftlichen Symposions zur byzantinischen Sprache und Literatur, 
Vienne, 2010, pp. 195-208 ; aux réflexions sur l'emprunt littéraire de P. OpoRICO, La cultura 
della «Sylloge». 1. Il cosidetto encicopedismo bizantino. 2. Le tavole del sapere di Giovanni 
Damasceno, dans BZ, 83 (1990), pp. 1-21, et C. JoUANNO, Pratique de l'emprunt dans les 
chroniques universelles byzantines : l'exemple de la matiere troyenne, dans Kentron, 30 (2014), 
pp. 83-108. 
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La voix de Jérémie conserve également ailleurs le rythme que nous avons 
observé. Deux extraits le corroborent : 


(A) Nic. CH., Hist., 576, 6-7. 


«Τί μαρτυρήσω σοι ; τίνι ὁμοιώσω σε ;** 13 3.2 
ὅτι ἐμεγαλύνθη ποτήριον συντριβῆς oov. »** 15 4.1 
Ἱερεμίας φησὶν ô φιλόδακρυς τὴν πάλαι Σιὼν κοπτόμενος. 21 1.2 


« Qu'attester en ta faveur ? A quoi te dire semblable ? parce que la coupe de 
ton désespoir fut agrandie » dit Jérémie, lui des pleurs l'amant, en se lamentant sur 
l'ancienne Sion. 


(B) Nic. CH., Hist., 577, 28-30. 


« Τίς σώσει 08 ; ἢ τίς παρακαλέσει σε ;** 12 3.2 
τίς φείσεται ἐπὶ σοί ; ἢ τίς σκυθρωπάσει ἐπὶ σοί ;** 16 4.0 
ἢ τίς ἐπανακάμψει ἐρωτῆσαι τὰ εἰς εἰρήνην σοι ; »** 17 4.2 
Ἱερεμίου καὶ τάδε τοῦ πολυθρήνου τὰ ῥήματα. 17 4.2 


« Qui te sauvera ? Bt qui te consolera ? Qui aura compassion de toi ? Et qui pour 
toi s'affligera ? Et qui reviendra vers toi s'enquérir de ta paix ? » — ces mots aussi 
sont de Jérémie l'homme aux mille threnes. 


Dans sa premiere lamentation (A), les deux köla composant la voix de 
Jérémie comptent 13 et 15 syllabes, soit des köla plus brefs que ceux qui 
apparaissent dans les citations de Jérémie dédiées à la voix de Dieu ; dans 
la seconde lamentation (B), les trois kóla comptent 12, 16 et 17 syllabes. 
À nouveau, les séquences attribuées à la voix de Jérémie ne comprennent, 
considérées en elles-mêmes, aucun kölon identique. Sans doute est-ce l'il- 
lustration de l'épithéte que donne Nicétas à Jérémie dans le Threne, de 
« polythréne », d'homme aux mille lamentations, comme Ulysse est celui 
aux mille tours. Sa prolixité pathétique serait alors traduite par une prolixité 
rythmique. 

Il ressort de l'analyse de la premiere strate que la voix de Dieu est aussi 
une polyphonie par le nombre des syllabes et par le regroupement des köla, 
ou pour mieux dire, puisque Jérémie nous met sur la voie, une polyrythmie. 
Celle-ci est cependant marquée par deux phénoménes uniques dans le Threne : 
elle s'exerce sur l'ensemble de l'arc syllabique du texte, en comprenant le 
membre de phrase le plus petit et seul représentant de son type (7 syllabes) 
et en comprenant le plus grand et, de méme, seul représentant de son type 
(39 syllabes). 

Ces observations sont étayées par la seconde strate, celle des clausules 
accentuelles. L'analyse compléte du Thréne tend à montrer que toutes les 
clausules présentes dans la voix de Dieu sont présentes dans les autres voix 


55 On trouvera dans l'Annexe 2 un tableau typologique par nombre de syllabes des köla 
du Thréne. 
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du texte. La voix de Dieu, en ce sens, ne semble pas se distinguer. C'est 
que le jeu des clausules doit étre appréhendé sous l'angle de l'interaction, 
et cela sur plusieurs niveaux. De fait, on remarquera que deux dikóla suc- 
cessifs s'achévent par une clausule 3.2 (Hist., 578, 39-42) : 


« καὶ f] ἄρχουσα ἐν χώραις ἐγεννήθη εἰς φόρους ; »** 15 2.1 
εἶπε γὰρ 6 θεός σου” 7-22 4.1 
«χρόνον μικρὸν κατέλιπόν σε, 9 14 
καὶ μετ᾽ ἐλέους μεγάλου οἰκτειρήσω σε. 13222 3.2 
£v θυμῷ μικρῷ ἀπέστρεψα τὸ πρόσωπόν µου," 14 TI 
καὶ ἐν ἐλέῳ αἰωνίῳ ἐλεήσω σε ».* 14-28 3.2 


Le contraste avec le premier kölon de ces paires, achevé par des trochées 
(comme 2.1, 4.1 et 1.1 le signalent), est indéniable. Ce contraste tend à 
mettre en évidence la répétition des deux clausules 3.2. De plus, les deux 
premiers dikóla, comptant 22 syllabes, ne se superposent pas avec le rythme 
des clausules. Le léger décalage ainsi produit souligne avec d'autant plus de 
force le constraste rythmique de ce passage et tend à mettre en évidence que 
l'interaction des deux strates rythmiques du texte fonctionne aussi sans 
superposition. 

De plus, ces clausules n'ayant pas de valeur en elles-mémes, elles en 
acquiérent en interaction avec le contexte sémantique que l'orateur leur 
adjoint. Dans le cadre restreint de cet extrait, la clausule 3.2 semble chargée 
de caractériser la miséricorde du Tout-Puissant. En effet, les deux köla concer- 
nés évoquent sa miséricorde, comme le signalent les trois occurrences du 
radical de « pitié » (ἐλέους, ἐλέῳ, ἐλεήσω), invitant à lier ce rythme de fin 
de kôlon à ce thème. Ces effets sont par ailleurs renforcés par l'isocolie des 
deux membres de 14 syllabes, dont le premier tend, suivant les accents, à 
suivre le rythme iambique. 

Dans le cadre plus large du Thréne en son entier, cette clausule parait 
aussi employée pour évoquer la miséricorde. On la trouve en effet un peu 
plus haut dans la voix de Jérémie?! : 


Τί μαρτυρήσω σοι ; τίνι ὁμοιώσω σε ;** 13 3.2. 
Τίς σώσει σε; ἢ τίς παρακαλέσει σε ;** 12 3.2 


Dans ces questions rhétoriques, les clausules, pour ainsi dire, annoncent 
la miséricorde divine, car à ce moment-là du texte, la voix de Dieu ne s'est 
pas encore fait entendre, tandis qu'une fois qu'elle a résonné par la bouche 
des prophètes, ces clausules sont associées à des affirmations (οἰκτειρήσω 
σε et ἐλεήσω σε). Dans la bouche d'Isaie, en Hist., 578, 33, liée de nouveau 


36 On trouvera dans l'Annexe 3 un tableau typologique des clausules du Thréne. 
37 Nic. Cu., Hist., 576, 6 et 577, 28. 
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à un Kólon de 14 syllabes (ἔνδυσαι τὴν ἰσχύν σου, ἔνδυσαι τὴν δόξαν 
σου” 14 / 3.2), elle s'associe à des injonctions, qui annoncent, de même, la 
mansuétude divine. 

Ainsi, du point de vue de la strate accentuelle, la voix de Dieu, que l'on 
a vu plus haut étre une polyphonie, n'a pas de clausule propre, au sens d'une 
clausule unique. En revanche, elle a bien une clausule propre, au sens d'une 
clausule qui lui est associée — celle qui semble liée au thème du pardon®®. 

La polyrythmie de la voix divine, méme analysée sur deux strates, semble 
devoir étre comprise sur plusieurs niveaux qui parfois se superposent : le 
nombre de syllabes par kölon, le type de clausule, le sens que l'auteur veut 
donner à l'un et à l'autre ainsi qu'aux deux niveaux considérés en méme temps. 


L'analyse de la voix de Dieu afin d'en dégager l’ethos, c'est-à-dire la 
manière propre qu'a Dieu de s'exprimer dans le Threne de la Ville et qui le 
rend reconnaissable à l’auditeur, s'étend donc sur deux niveaux : l'économie 
des discours impartis à la divinité et leur rythme. Le premier niveau a mis 
en lumiére une économie discursive fondée sur la polyphonie ; le second, 
un rythme de prose fondé sur la polyrythmie. 

En tant que polyphonie, la voix divine est enchássement de voix. On a vu 
que le texte pouvait comprendre jusqu'à trois niveaux d'enchássement : en 
Hist., 578, 38-40, la voix du peuple est assumée par celle de Dieu qui est 
assumée par celle de l'orateur. Si l'on tient compte de l'intertextualité à 
l'eeuvre dans le Thréne, la voix du peuple est en réalité celle de Jérémie, et 
celle de Dieu, celle d'Isaie. Cette polyphonie, cependant, ne semble pas, au 
regard de l'esthétique byzantine, étre l’obstacle à la constitution d'un éthos. 
Au contraire, le fait de confier la voix divine à d'autres voix est l'expression 
méme d'une divinité au-delà du monde et qui, pour être perçue, se doit de 
recourir à des intermédiaires, dont les prophétes, qui parlent pour elle, sont les 
masques privilégiés. Il serait donc faux d’affirmer que dans le Threne, la voix 
de Dieu n'en est pas une ; il serait pertinent en revanche de souligner qu'elle 
n'est pas une. La polyphonie manifeste alors une part de la nature de Dieu 
telle que pensée par les théologiens à la suite de Denys l'Aréopagite : un Dieu 
qui ne peut être circonscrit ; et c'est là le premier versant de son éthos. 

En tant que polyrythmie, la voix de Dieu peut étre appréhendée sur deux 
strates qui en constituent le rythme, une strate syllabique et une accentuelle. 
La premiére est constituée de trois niveaux : celui des petites unités, les 
kommata ; celui du nombre de syllabes par köla ; celui du regroupement des 
kóla par unités de souffle (dikólon, trikólon, etc.). La seconde strate concerne 


38 Dans le prologue de l’Alexiade, il semble qu'il y ait une clausule pour l’oubli et une pour 
la mémoire, au point qu'il n'y ait plus besoin d'évoquer le champ lexical de l'une ou de l'autre 
notion, mais uniquement leur rythme. Cf. STEINRÜCK, Antike Formen [voir n. 2], pp. 462-474. 
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les clausules rythmiques. L'analyse tend à montrer que, dans le Thréne de 
la Ville, la voix de Dieu n'a pas, selon nos critéres modernes, d'originalité 
ni d'individualité : les répertoires syllabiques et accentuels tendent à étre 
ceux de l'ensemble du texte, et à trés peu s'en distinguer. Malgré cette ten- 
dance générale, qui évite la rupture entre les manifestations divines et l'en- 
semble du Thréne, des éléments saillants apparaissent. Du point de vue de 
la strate accentuelle, la voix de Dieu est marquée par une clausule 3.2, dont 
la répétition doit étre comprise comme la manifestation méme de cette voix, 
et non, suivant les habitudes de lecture modernes qui privilégient l'unique 
sur l'itéré, comme sa dissolution. On l'a vu, le fait que cette clausule soit en 
interaction avec d'autres éléments textuels, comme les autres clausules 
proches ou le nombre de syllabes par köla, tend à la mettre en évidence et 
à donner toute sa force à ce rythme associé au théme du pardon. Comme 
dans l'économie générale du Thréne, cette clausule se répéte, en étant liée, 
cette fois-ci, au théme de l'espoir, il est probable que la lecture du texte tend 
à associer sens et rythme, au point qu'à la fin du Thréne, quand l'auteur 
évoque explicitement l'alliance indissociable du pardon et de l'espoir, sa 
démonstration de théodicée avait été préparée, voire annoncée, par le rythme 
du texte. Sans doute faut-il voir dans cette démarche littéraire le second 
versant de l’êthos divin : celui d'un Dieu de pardon. 

La strate syllabique semble, pour sa part, jouer un autre jeu que l'accen- 
tuelle. Alors que cette dernière cherche à constituer l’ethos divin par l'itération 
des signes, la strate syllabique parait fonder ce dernier sur la singularité des 
signes. Ainsi, au niveau macroscopique, les köla constituant la voix de Dieu 
se regroupent par paires dont la somme des syllabes est unique dans le 
Thrène (39 et 37 syllabes), plaçant résolument sa voix du côté du μεγαλο- 
πρεπές. On remarquera d’ailleurs que le terme est présent dès l’ouverture 
du Thrène (Hist., 577, 15 : μεγαλοπρεπὴς τὸ εἶδος), ce qui lui donne une 
certaine valeur métapoétique. Au niveau intermédiaire, la voix divine est 
moins prolixe que la voix de l’orateur : alors que son kölon le plus long 
atteint 22 syllabes, certains köla de la voix de l'orateur atteignent 30 syl- 
labes ; mais la voix de Dieu augmente son arc rythmique en comprenant le 
kólon le plus petit du Thrène, précisément celui de 7 syllabes. Comme nous 
l'avons dit, ce kölon est unique et constitue de ce fait le seul élément saillant 
et singulier de la voix de Dieu. 

Résultat infime, mais nullement décevant. Ce membre de phrase contient, 
en effet, une citation-clef pour l'ensemble du Thréne — « Car ton Dieu a 
dit » —, car, si petit qu'il soit, il contient tout le poids de la stratégie discur- 
sive du texte : Dieu parlant de lui à la troisiéme personne. Ce membre de 
phrase, le « plus petit insécable » du texte, est la preuve de la conscience 
de soi attachée à la figure du Tout Puissant. 
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Ces premières analyses?” donnent des pistes pour analyser les épiphanies 
de la voix divine dans les autres textes de Nicétas et donc dégager un ethos 
divin — un éthos qui est paradoxalement une absence de maniére propre de 
parler, sauf à un moment, un seul, qu'il s'agit de ne pas manquer. L'élément 
vraiment unique parait receler et révéler la possibilité d'un Dieu capable 
d'autoréflexion. Dans la Réponse à Job, Carl Gustav Jung a pointé l'inca- 
pacité du Dieu de l'Ancien Testament à se saisir lui-méme, d'oü la persé- 
cution de Job qu'il vit comme une altérité créatrice de conscience de soi. 
Dans cette perspective, une fois acquise, la conscience de soi conduit à 
l'Incarnation et à la nouvelle Alliance, qui seraient les manifestations d'une 
divinité se connaissant elle-méme. Visiblement, ce n'est pas la perspective 
de Nicétas : Nicétas est un théologien qui sait que la voix de Dieu contient 
en méme temps l'ancienne et la nouvelle Alliance“. 


3 D'autres pistes d'analyse s'ouvrent : on pourra prend en considération le nombre de 
mots par köla, comme l'a fait J. Päll (cf. PÄLL, Form, Style, and Syntax [voir n. 28]) ; on 
pourra prendre en considération la quantité des syllabes, comme l'a fait M. Steinrück (cf. 
M. STEINRÜCK, Joannes Tzetzes quo numerus usus sit in epistulis / Le rythme de prose des 
lettres de Jean Tzetzés, dans R. FAURE — A. ZUCKER — S. MELLET (éds), Poétique de la syntaxe, 
rythmique de la langue : hommages à Michele Biraud, Paris — Nancy, 2017, pp. 324-336) ; 
on pourra confronter le rythme de köla entiers et non pas seulement leur clausule, et peut-étre 
ouvrir la voie à une véritable typologie des Kóla ; on pourra également rechercher les liens 
entre la prose d'art du Threne et celle des versets de la Septante et de la Bible en hébreu ; on 
pourra aborder le rythme du Thréne à travers le regard de certains rhéteurs antiques ou byzan- 
tins sur la nature poreuse du vers et de la prose. Ainsi, Denys d'Halicarnasse ne dit-il pas que 
les chœurs de tragédie sont de la très belle prose ? La Souda ne considère-t-elle pas déjà 
au 10*-11* siécle que Jean de Damas composa ses hymnes en prose de rythme iambique ou 
καταλογάδην (A. ADLER (éd.), Suidas Lexicograph, IL, Stuttgart, 1931, p. 649) ? Le Pauvre 
Prodrome ne dit-il pas que ses vers byzantins sont de la prose ? Eustathe de Thessalonique 
fait une remarque semblable sur le vers politique (M. VAN DER VALK (éd.), Commentarii ad 
Homeri Iliadem, Leyde, 1971, vol. 1, p. 19) et un scholiaste du 15* siécle ne qualifie-t-il pas 
les hymnes de Saint-Syméon de « belle prose » (A. Kambylis (éd.), Symeon Neos Theologos : 
Hymnen [Supplementa Byzantina, 3], Berlin - New-York, 1976, p. 331) ? Pour prendre un 
simple exemple dans le Thréne de la Ville : au début du texte, on lit ἄκουσμα παγκόσµιον, 
θέαμα ὑπερκόσμιον : soit 7 puis 8 syllabes. N'est-ce pas, au 12° s., l'inverse du vers politique 
de 15 syllabes, composé de 8 puis 7 syllabes ? La proximité entre vers et prose dans la litté- 
rature byzantine a été déjà remarquée : cf. M. J. Luzzarro, La datazione della Collectio 
Augustana di Esopo el il verso politico delle origini, dans JÓB, 33 (1993), pp. 137-177 : 
p. 157, n. 108 ; W. HÖRANDNER, Beobachtungen zur Literarästhetik der Byzantiner. Einige 
byzantinische Zeugnisse zu Metrik und Rhythmik, dans Bsl, 56 (1995), pp. 279-290 : p. 285 ; 
N. ZAGKLAS, Experimenting with Prose and Verse in Twelfth-Century Byzantium, dans DOP, 
71 (2017), pp. 229-248. On pourra aussi aborder la question en analysant l'alternance des 
syllabes ouvertes et fermées, considérées comme une facon de recréer des syllabes bréves et 
longues, et comme une strate supplémentaire du rythme de la prose d'art. 

4 Au terme de cette étude, nous tenons à remercier V. Valiavitcharska et M. Biraud pour 
leurs conseils de méthode et leur discussion sur le rythme de prose, S. Perrot pour avoir dis- 
cuté notre traduction, ainsi que, tout particuliérement, C. Jouanno pour sa relecture attentive 
et stimulante de l'ensemble. 
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Annexe 1. 
Analyse du rythme de prose du Threne de la Ville 
(Nic. Cua., Hist., 576, 1-582, 46). 
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La premiere colonne de chiffres à droite indique le nombre de syllabes par kölon ; 
la seconde, le type des clausules (les chiffres indiquant les syllabes atones). 


Quand des triköla en interaction avec la clausule 4.2 se présentent, un mouvement 
du texte (un moment de la performance 2) semble s'achever. Le sens aurait peut-être 


donné un autre découpage du texte, le rythme suggére celui qui suit. 


Cette analyse est suivie d'une proposition de traduction. 


I. 


Ὦ πόλις, πόλις, πόλεων πασῶν ὀφθαλμέ, 
ἄκουσμα παγκόσµιον, θέαμα ὑπερκόσμιον, 


ἐκκλησιῶν γαλουχέ, πίστεως ἀρχηγέ. ὀρθοδοξίας ποδηγέ, 
λόγων μέλημα, καλοῦ παντὸς ἐνδιαίτημα. 


ὢ f] ἐκ χειρὸς Κυρίου τὸ τοῦ θυμοῦ πιοῦσα ποτήριον, 
Ò ἢ γενομένη πυρὸς μερὶς πολλῷ δραστικωτέρου 
[τοῦ καταιβασίου πάλαι πυρὸς Πενταπόλεως. 


«τί μαρτυρήσω σοι; τίνι ὁμοιώσω σε; ὅτι ἐμεγαλύνθη ποτήριον 
συντριβῆς σου, » 
Ἱερεμίας φησὶν ὃ φιλόδακρυς τὴν πάλαι Σιὼν κοπτόμενος. 


τίνες κακοποιοὶ δυνάμεις ἠτήσαντό σε καὶ ἔλαβον εἰς σινίασιν; 
τίνες ἀλάστορες φθονεροὶ καὶ ἀμείλικτοι κῶμόν σοι ἐπεκώμασαν ἄγριον ; 


ἢ γοῦν ἀνάρσιοι καὶ μανιώδεις ἐρασταὶ παστάδα σοι μὲν οὐκ ἐπλέξαντο 
577 οὐδ᾽ ἀνῆψάν σοι δᾷδα γαμήλιον, ἀφανιστηρίους δ᾽ ἀνέκαυσαν 
ἄνθρακας ; 
Ὢ ἢ πολύγονος καὶ βύσσον καὶ πορφύραν ἠμφιεσμένη βασίλειον, 
πιναρὰ δ᾽ ἀρτίως καὶ αὐχμηρὰ καὶ πολλῶν κακῶν κληροῦχος 
[καὶ τέκνων τῶν γνησίων χατίζουσα. 
à fj πρώην ὑψίθρονος καὶ βιβῶσα μακρὰ καὶ μετέωρα, 
μεγαλοπρεπὴς τὸ εἶδος, ἀξιοπρεπεστέρα τὸ μέγεθος, 
νυνὶ δὲ κατερραγμένη καὶ διερρηγμένη τοὺς χλιδῶντας χιτῶνας 
καὶ τὰ κομψὰ καὶ ἀρχικὰ κρήδεμνα καὶ τὸ ὄμμα ἀπεσβεσμένη τὸ χαροπόν 
καὶ ypni καμινοῖ ἴση ἐκ τοῦ κατησβολῶσθαι πυρὶ καὶ ῥυτίσι χαλαραῖς 
ηὐλακισμένη τὴν στιλπνὴν καὶ τερπνὴν ὄψιν πρότερον. 
ἐῶ γὰρ λέγειν τοὺς πρὸς λύραν ἐντείνοντάς τε καὶ ψάλλοντας τὰ σὰ 
δυσπραγήματα 
καὶ κωμῳδίαν τιθεμένους τὴν σὴν τραγῳδίαν ἐν τῷ τὸν οἶνον προσίεσθαι 
καὶ βίου τέχνην ποιουμένους τὴν γελοιώδη τῶν κακῶν σου ἀφήγησιν, 
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τοὺς κονδυλισμούς τε καὶ πτερνισμούς, ἔτι δὲ τὰς ἀθετήσεις καὶ τὰ ὑπώπια, 
[& σοι καθ᾽ ὥραν πᾶσαν προστρίβονται, 


παρεζηλωμένῃ θεόθεν ἐπὶ μὴ ἐχέφροσιν ἔθνεσιν, 
ἢ οὐδ᾽ ἔθνεσιν ἀληθῶς, ἀλλ᾽ ἀμυδροῖς καὶ σποραδικοῖς γένεσιν, 


ὧν τὰ πλείω εἰ μὴ ἐγέννησας, ἀλλ᾽ ὕψωσάς τε καὶ στέατος πυροῦ 
μετέδωκας. 
II; 


« Τίς σώσει σε; ἢ τίς παρακαλέσει σε; 

τίς φείσεται ἐπὶ σοί ; ἢ τίς σκυθρωπάσει ἐπὶ σοί ; 

ἢ τίς ἐπανακάμψει ἐρωτῆσαι τὰ εἰς εἰρήνην σοι ; » 

Ἱερεμίου καὶ τάδε τοῦ πολυθρήνου τὰ ῥήματα. 

τίς τὴν προτέραν στολὴν ἐπενδύσει σε; 

πότε θεόθεν ἐνωτίσῃ: 

« ἐξεγείρου, ἐξεγείρου, ἀνάστηθι 

fj πιοῦσα τὸ ποτήριον τοῦ θυμοῦ µου καὶ τὸ κόνδυ τῆς πτώσεως. 
578 ἔνδυσαι τὴν ἰσχύν σου, ἔνδυσαι τὴν δόξαν σου. 

ἐκτίναξαι τὸν χοῦν καὶ ἀνάστηθι. 

ἔκδυσαι τὸν δεσμὸν τοῦ τραχήλου σου: 

πλάτυνον τὸν τόπον τῆς σκηνῆς σου καὶ τῶν αὐλαιῶν σου. 

μὴ φοβοῦ, ὅτι κατῃσχύνθης, 

μηδὲ ἐντραπῇς, ὅτι ὠνειδίσθης 

καὶ ἐκρότησαν ἐπὶ σοὶ χεῖρας πάντες OÙ παραπορευόμενοι ôðóv, 
ἐσύρισαν καὶ ἐκίνησαν κεφαλὰς αὐτῶν καὶ εἶπον 

« αὕτη ἐστὶν ἢ πόλις, στέφανος δόξης καὶ εὐφροσύνη πάσης τῆς γῆς» 
καὶ « πῶς ἐκάθισε χήρα À πεπληθυσμένη λαῶν 

καὶ ἢ ἄρχουσα ἐν χώραις ἐγεννήθη εἰς φόρους; » 

eine γὰρ ὃ θεός σου 

« χρόνον μικρὸν κατέλιπόν σε, 

καὶ μετ᾽ ἐλέους μεγάλου οἰκτειρήσω σε. 

ἐν θυμῷ μικρῷ ἀπέστρεψα τὸ πρόσωπόν μου, 

καὶ ἐν ἐλέῳ αἰωνίῳ ἐλεήσω σε.» 

ἢ γοῦν ἄσεις Δαυιτικῶς πρὸς θεὸν 

« κατὰ τὸ πλῆθος τῶν ὀδυνῶν μου ἐν τῇ καρδίᾳ μου 

αἱ παρακλήσεις σου εὔφραναν τὴν ψυχήν µου.» 


III. 


Τίς ἐπιστήσεταί σοι Μωσῆς καινουργός 
ἢ ἐπανάγων ἐποφθήσεται Ζοροβάβελ. ; 
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πότε δ᾽ ἐσεῖταί σοι ἐκ τῶν τεσσάρων ἀνέμων ἐπισυναγαγεῖν τὰ τέκνα σου, 
[ἐν οἷς διεσπάρηµεν, 

ὃν τρόπον αἱ φιλότεκνοι ὄρνιθες ὑπὸ τὰς ἑαυτῶν ἀθροίζουσι πτέρυγας 
[τὰ οἰκεῖα νεόττια. 


ὡς νῦν γε οὐδ᾽ ἐνώπιοι ἐνωπίῳ σοι ἐποφθαλμίσαι καθαρῶς ἔχομεν, 
οὐδ᾽ ἐμφύναι περιχαρῶς ὡς μητρί, 


καὶ ἀκριβῶς ἐπισπεῖσαί σοι δάκρυον, ὅσον ὀφθαλμὸς βούλεται ἢ δύναται, 
ἀλλ᾽ εὐλαβῶς ὡς στρουθοί σε περιιπτάµενοι, OV συνείληπται ἢ τροφός, 


ἢ δὲ καλιὰ διεσκέδασται, ἐλεεινόν τι καὶ γοῶδες ἀναβαλλόμεθα, 
πόρρω που τῶν σῶν φατνωμάτων ἐκτοπισθέντες, 


πεινῶντες καὶ διψῶντες, αὐχμῶντες καὶ ῥιγῶντες, 
καὶ πρὸς φθεῖραν πολλάκις κειρόµενοι καὶ τὰς ψυχὰς ἐν κακοῖς τηκόμενοι, 


ὅδόν τε μηκέτι κατοικεσίας εὑρίσκοντες πόλεως, ἀλλὰ πολύπλαγκτοι 
φερόμενοι 
ὡς ὄρνιθες οἱ ἀβέβαιοι καὶ τῶν ἀστέρων oi πλάνητες. 


ἢ καὶ οὕτως 579 εἰπεῖν, ἑνούμεθά σοι διῃρημένως καὶ συμπλεκόμεθά σοι 
κεχωρισμένως 
κατὰ τοὺς ψυχῇ συναπτομένους καὶ διισταμένους σώματι 


καὶ προσπάσχομεν ἀτεχνῶς ὃ καὶ ἔνια τῶν ζώων πρὸς τὰ παγιδευόμενα 
[ἐκ σφῶν ὑπὸ θηρευτῶν 
καὶ ἐγκλειόμενα διαφανέσιν ὑελίνοις ἄγγεσιν. 


ἐκεῖνά τε γὰρ τῷ τοῦ σκεύους εἰλικρινεῖ 
καὶ στιλπνῷ τὴν τοῦ συννόμου ζώου θέαν ἐνοπτριζόμενα συμμῖξαι 


καὶ ἐν χρῷ γενέσθαι ὅλως ἀδυνατεῖ 
καὶ διὰ τοῦτο μάτην περὶ τὸ ἄγγος ἀδημονοῦντα στρέφεται, 


τῷ ἐξηλλαγμένῳ τῆς ὄψεως ὡς ἀπεναντίῳ τῆς πρώην ἕξεως ἐκθαμβού- 
μενα’ 
καὶ ἡμεῖς ἐπ᾽ ἴσης σοι τὰς μὲν ὄψεις προσβάλλειν καὶ ἐγγύτερον ἰέναι 
ἔχομεν, 
τοῦ δὲ περιχυθῆναί σοι γνησίως καὶ προσπλακῆναι θαρραλέως 
ὡς πρότερον παντάπασιν ἐστερήμεθα, ὅσα καὶ σώματι στερεῷ 
καὶ πολλῷ στεγανωτέρῳ ὑέλου τῷ βαρβαρικῷ συντάγματι διειργόμενοι. 


Ιν. 


«Ἵνα τί ἔπαισας ἡμᾶς, Κύριε, καὶ οὐκ ἔστιν ἡμῖν ἴασις ; 

ἔγνωμεν, Κύριε, ἁμαρτίας ἡμῶν, ἀδικίας πατέρων ἡμῶν. 

κόπασον διὰ τὸ ἕλεός σου, μὴ ἀπολέσῃς θρόνον δόξης σου. 
παίδευσον ἡμᾶς, Κύριε, ὅπως μὴ ἀποστῇ À ψυχὴ ἡμῶν ἀπὸ σοῦ, 
πλὴν ἐν κρίσει καὶ μὴ ἐν θυμῷ, ἵνα μὴ ὀλιγοστοὺς ποιήσῃς ἡμᾶς. 
ἔκχεον τὸν θυμόν σου ἐπὶ τὰ ἔθνη τὰ μὴ εἰδότα σε καὶ ἐπὶ γενεάς, 
at τὸ ὄνομά σου οὐκ ἐπεκαλέσαντο. πατὴρ ἡμῶν σὺ ei, Κύριε: 
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ἡμεῖς πηλός, καὶ σὺ πλάστης ἡμῶν, ἔργον τῶν χειρῶν σου πάντες ἡμεῖς. 
ἐπίβλεψον, καὶ ἴδε τοὺς ὀνειδισμοὺς ἡμῶν. 


ἢ κληρονομία ἡμῶν μετεστράφη εἰς ἀλλοτρίους, oi οἶκοι ἡμῶν εἰς ξένους. 
ἐπίστρεψον ἡμᾶς πρὸς σέ, καὶ ἐπιστραφησόμεθα. 


ἀνακαίνισον ἡμέρας ἡμῶν καθὼς ἔμπροσθεν. » 
χρηστέον γάρ μοι ἐπικαίρως καὶ ἐφ᾽ ὁμοίοις τοῖς συναντήμασι τοῖς 
γραφικοῖς τοῖσδε ῥήμασιν. 


Ἀλλ᾽ ἤδη μοι καὶ τὸ λέγειν αὐτὸ ἐπιλέλοιπεν, 
ὅσα καὶ σῶμα συμφυὲς ψυχῇ καὶ ὁμόστολον τῇ τοῦ λόγου σοι τροφῷ 
συναπιόν τε καὶ συνθανόν. 


κωφοῖς τοίνυν δάκρυσι καὶ στεναγμοῖς ἀλαλήτοις 
τὰ πολλὰ τῶν 580 θρηνημάτων ἀφοσιωτέον σοι 
[καὶ τοῦ περαιτέρω ἀφεκτέον τῆς ἱστορίας εἱρμοῦ. 


τίς γὰρ ἀνάσχοιτ᾽ ἂν ἐπὶ γῆς ἀλλοτριωθείσης ἤδη τοῦ λόγου 
καὶ βαρβαρωθείσης τέλεον τὰ Μουσῶν ἐπιδείκνυσθαι κρούματα; 


οὐκ ἂν ἀσαίμην τὰ βαρβάρων αὐτός, 
οὐδ᾽ ἐσοίμην παραπέμπων τοῖς ἔπειτα πράξεις πολεμικάς, ἐν αἷς μὴ 
νικῶσιν Ἕλληνες. 


εἰ γὰρ 6 Κῷος Ἱπποκράτης πολλοῖς μεταπεμπόμενος χρήμασι 
πρὸς τοῦ τότε τῶν Περσῶν βασιλεύοντος, 


ὡς ἂν τὰς ὑπ᾽ ἐκεῖνον ἐπισκέψαιτο πόλεις κακῶς πασχούσας νοσηλείᾳ 
σώματος, 
οὐδ᾽ ἄκροις ὠσὶ τὰς ὑπερόγκους ὑποσχέσεις ἠνέσχετο δέξασθαι, 


ἔρρειν καὶ οἰμώζειν τοὺς βαρβάρους ἀφείς, 
πῶς ἂν ἔγωγε εἴην τὸ βέλτιστον χρῆμα, 


τὴν ἱστορίαν, καὶ κάλλιστον εὕρημα τῶν Ἑλλήνων 
βαρβαρικαῖς καθ᾽ Ἑλλήνων πράξεσι χαριζόμενος. 


Ἀλλ᾽ οὗτοι μὲν κατὰ τὸν ἐμπρήσαντα τὸν ἐν Ἐφέσῳ ναὸν τῆς Ἀρτέμιδος 
οἰχέσθωσαν 

ἄϊστοί τε καὶ ἄπυστοι, μηδὲ προσρήματος γοῦν τινος ὑφ᾽ ἡμῶν ἀξιούμενοι, 
ἕως οὗ παρέλθῃ ἢ ἀνομία κἀπὶ τοῖς δούλοις αὐτοῦ τὸ θεῖον παρακληθή- 
σεται. 


ν. 


οὐ γάρ ἐστιν, οὐκ ἔστιν 6 θεὸς ἡμῶν εἰς τέλος ἐπιληθόμενος 
ἢ συνέχων ἐν τῇ ὀργῇ αὐτοῦ τοὺς οἰκτιρμοὺς αὐτοῦ, 
μηδὲ προστιθεὶς τοῦ εὐδοκῆσαι ἔτι, 


ἀλλὰ πατάσσων ἰᾶται καὶ θανατῶν ἐπιστρέφων ζωοποιεῖ. 


ἂν ὀδόντας θηρίων ἐπαποστελεῖ μετὰ θυμοῦ συρόντων ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς, 
ἀλλὰ καὶ τὰς μύλας τῶν λεόντων συνθλᾷ καὶ τὴν κεφαλὴν συντρίβει 
τοῦ δράκοντος. 
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ἂν ὡς κάλαμον κατεάξῃ, ἀλλὰ 581 καὶ τοῖς θηρίοις τοῦ καλάμου ἐπιτιμᾷ. 


ἂν οὗτοι ἐν ἅρμασι καὶ οὗτοι ἐν ἵπποις, ἀλλὰ ψευδὴς ἵππος eig σωτηρίαν, 
οὐδὲ ἐν ταῖς κνήμαις τοῦ ἀνδρὸς εὐδοκεῖ. 

εἰ δείκνυσι τῷ οἰκείῳ λαῷ σκληρὰ καὶ οἶνον κίρνησι κατανύξεως, 

ἀλλ᾽ ἑτοιμάζει καὶ τράπεζαν ἐξ ἐναντίας τῶν θλιβόντων, 

καὶ προτείνει ποτήριον εὐφροσύνης μεθύσκον ὡσεὶ κράτιστον. 


εἰ τοὺς μαστιγοῦντας ἐκ περάτων ἄγει τῆς γῆς καὶ τῶν ἐν θαλάσσῃ μακράν 
καὶ διὰ προφήτου βοᾷ μεγακήρυκος« γίγαντες ἔρχονται πληρῶσαι τὸν 
θυμόν μου, 


χαίροντες ἅμα καὶ παίζοντες: ἡγιασμένοι εἰσί, κἀγὼ ἄγω αὐτούς, » 
ἀλλὰ καὶ τούτοις ἐπεντείνει σφοδροτέρας πληγὰς 


καὶ τῶν κακῶν μαστίζει τοῖς χείροσι, χάριν εἰδὼς οὐδαμῶς, 
εἰ χρῆται τούτοις ὀργάνοις εἰς ὄλεθρον πόλεων 


καὶ κακοῖς ἐπιδημίοις καὶ δημίοις ἀνθρώπων ἀνοικτίρμοσιν, 


εἴτε μὴν ὡς νοσηλεῖαι καὶ φάρμακα συναίρονταί oi ἐν πλείστοις ὥς ψυχῶν 
ἰατρῷ, 


οἷς καὶ φύσις τοιάδε τις ἐμφαίνεται τοῖς ἐπιστήσασι πρόδηλος. 
ai μὲν γὰρ ἢ τοῦ κάμνοντος ἀναρρωσθέντος ἐκμαρανθεῖσαι 


τοῦ δρᾶν ἔληξαν ἢ τῷ πάσχοντι συνδιόλλυνται: 
τὰ δ᾽ἀκεσίνοσα φάρμακα τὸ καχεκτοῦν ἰασάμενα 
ταῖς τῶν ὑλῶν ἀτιμοτέραις συμπρόεισιν ἀχρειούμενα. 


VI. 


Χρῆναι τοίνυν φημὶ μὴ βιβλίον ἀποστασίου πρὸς θεοῦ δεδομένον ἡμῖν 
ἢ γοῦν τῶν ἀγριελαίων βαρβάρων ἐγκέντρισιν 

εἰς τὴν καθ᾽ ἡμᾶς καλλιέλαιον τὰ ἐπιόντα οἴεσθαι δεινά, 

ἀλλὰ παιδείαν μικράν, ὁποίαν ἴσησιν ἐπάγειν θεός, 


ἀνιεὶς τοῦ ἄγαν und’ ἐνδιδοὺς τὰ πάντα τοῖς πειρασταῖς, 
ἀλλὰ καὶ τῶν πειραζομένων φειδόμενος, 


καὶ μάλιστα εἰ τὸ 582 μὲν δρῶν, κόρον οὐκ εἰδὸς ἀνοσιουργίας, 
καὶ αὐτοῦ κατεπαίρεται δι ἀσέβειαν, παρ᾽ οὗ τὴν ἰσχὺν εἰλήφει τοῦ μασ- 


τιγοῦν, 


ὡς μὲν Ναβουζαρδὰν ἀρχιμάγειρος τὴν τοῦ θεοῦ πόλιν παραπέμπον πυρί 
[καὶ τὰ λειτουργικὰ σκεύη προνομεῦον, 


ὡς δὲ Βαλτάσαρ τρυφῶν ἐν αὐτοῖς θυσιαστήριά τε καθυβρίζον 


[καὶ τὰ θεῖα μυστήρια ἐξορχούμενον, 


τὸ δὲ πάσχον ἑαυτοῦ γινόμενον ἐν πρωτολογίαις κατήγορον 
παρήγορον τὸν παίσαντα θεὸν θερμότερον ἐπικέκληται. 


Οὐκοῦν φιλανθρωπίαν ἐκδεχομένους θεοῦ δέον ἄδειν μετὰ Δαυίδ 
« μνήσθητι ἡμῶν, Κύριε, ἐν τῇ εὐδοκίᾳ τοῦ λαοῦ σου: 
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ἐπίσκεψαι ἡμᾶς ἐν τῷ σωτηρίῳ σου τοῦ ἰδεῖν ἐν τῇ χρηστότητι τῶν 
ἐκλεκτῶν σου, 27. 5.1 
τοῦ εὐφρανθῆναι ἐν τῇ εὐφροσύνῃ τοῦ ἔθνους cov, 
[τοῦ ἐπαινεῖσθαι μετὰ τῆς κληρονομµίας σου». 29 42 


εὖ εἰδότας ὣς ἀσεβῶν μὲν ἢ ἐς τέλος παρόρασίς τε καὶ Å μαστίγωσις, 24 42 
τῶν δ᾽ ἠλπικότων ἐπὶ Κύριον τῇ παιδείᾳ σύνδρομος ἢ ἐπανάκλησίς τε καὶ 
fj παράκλησις. 30 42 


Ville, ö Ville, de toutes les villes prunelle, cantique universel, merveille supernelle, 
nourrice des Églises, fondatrice de la Foi, guide de l'Orthodoxie, objet d'oraison, 
demeure de toute Beauté ! Oh ! Ville qui as bu de la main du Seigneur la coupe de 
la colere.*! Oh ! Ville qui es devenue la proie d'un feu bien plus inexorable que le 
feu qui descendit jadis sur les Cinq Villes !*? « Qu'attester en ta faveur ? À quoi 
te dire semblable ? parce que la coupe de ton désespoir fut agrandie »* dit Jérémie, 
lui des pleurs l'amant, en se lamentant sur l'ancienne Sion. Quelles puissances mal- 
faisantes te mandérent et te passérent au crible ?** Quels démons vengeurs envieux 
et inflexibles ont chanté contre toi le kómos sauvage ? N'est-il pas vrai que des 
amants monstrueux et déments arrangérent pour toi le lit nuptial ? 577 N'est-il pas 
vrai qu'ils allumérent pour toi la torche maritale ? Oui, ils enflammérent des char- 
bons destructeurs ! Oh ! Féconde Cité revétue de lin précieux et de pourpre impé- 
riale, à l'instant souillée et flétrie, dotée par le sort de maux en grand nombre? et 
pauvre en enfants légitimes. Oh ! Toi qui hier étais sur un tróne élevé et dont le pas 
allait loin“ et haut, magnifique d’aspect, plus remarquable par sa grandeur, alors 
que maintenant tes tuniques chatoyantes, tes voiles élégants et princiers sont mis en 
lambeaux, devenus oripeaux, ton cil coruscant est éteint, et pareille à une vieille 
femme au fourneau“ à force d’être aspergée de suie par le feu, au visage jadis 
éclatant et charmant défiguré par des rides flasques. Je laisse, de fait, ceux qui com- 
posent des vers accompagnés de la lyre et en pincent les cordes dire tes infortunes, 
eux qui lors des banquets font une comédie de ta tragédie et font leur gagne-pain du 
récit ridicule de tes malheurs, des coups de poing ainsi que des crocs-en-jambe, 
des coups bas et des blessures au visage qui te sont infligées en toutes saisons, à 
toi qui as regu pour rivaux de la part de Dieu des peuples qui n'ont aucune raison“, 
des peuples qui ne sont pas en vérité des peuples mais des tribus indistinctes et 
nomades, dont tu as, sinon engendré, du moins élevé la plupart en partageant ton 
gras froment”. 


4 1s., 51, 17. 

#2 L'expression se lit dans Sap., 10, 6 et renvoie à Sodome, Gomorrhe, Adama, Séboïm et 
Ségor, les cinq villes que détruisit Dieu, en Gn., 19, 24. Seule Ségor, aussi appelé Bala, fut 
sauvée (Gn. 19, 18-23 & 29-30). 

43 Lam., 2, 13. 

44 Métaphore du crible : Lc., 22, 31. Cf. Am., 9, 9 ; Is., 30, 28. 

45 Alludit Ap., 18, 16. Omis par van Dieten. 

46 Hom., Od., 11, 539. 

47 Hom., Od., 18, 27. 

^5 Deut., 32, 21 ; Rom., 10, 19. 

^9 Ps., 80, 17. 
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« Qui te sauvera ? Et qui te consolera ? Qui aura compassion de toi ?° Et qui 
pour toi s'affligera ? Et qui reviendra vers toi s'enquérir de ta paix ? »?! — ces mots 
aussi sont de Jérémie l'homme aux mille thrénes. Qui te revétira de ta premiere 
armure ? Quand de Dieu entendras-tu : « Réveille-toi, réveille-toi ! Debout ! Toi 
qui as bu la coupe de Ma colère et le calice de la chute??. 578 Véts-toi de ta force, 
véts-toi de ta gloire.?? Secoue ta poussière ! Debout ! Dégage ton cou des liens !>* 
Élargis l'espace de ta tente et de tes tentures ! Ne crains pas d'avoir été humiliée ; 
ne te détourne pas par honte d'avoir été injuriée?? et parce que tous les passants du 
chemin à ta vue ont frappé dans leurs mains, sifflé, hoché la téte, et qu'ils ont dit : 
« Est-ce cette Ville la couronne de gloire et la joie de toute la terre ? »% et « Comment 
se fait-il qu'elle est assise veuve, la Ville surpeuplée et, princesse parmi les contrées, 
est-elle réduite à la corvée ? »%, Car ton Dieu a dit : « Un court instant, Je t'ai délaissée, 
mais Je te plaindrai, avec une grande compassion. Dans un bref courroux, J'ai détourné 
Mon visage de toi, mais dans Ma miséricorde éternelle, Je prendrai pitié de toi »®. 
Alors tu chanteras à Dieu, à la maniére de David : « Dans l'excés de mes soucis, qui 
envahit mon cœur, tes consolations ont délecté mon âme »%, 

Quel nouveau Moise se dressera pour toi et quel Zorobabel! verra-t-on ramener 
[notre peuple] ?€? Quand te sera-t-il possible de rassembler tes enfants depuis les 
quatre vents dans lesquels nous fümes dispersés?, à la manière des oiseaux qui, 
aimant leurs petits, réunissent sous leurs ailes leur portée ; puisqu’aujourd’hui nous 
ne sommes pas assez purs pour te regarder face à face, pour nous attacher à toi dans 
la joie comme à une mére ni pour te faire péniblement la libation d'une larme, autant 
que notre ceil le veut ou le peut, mais prudemment, comme des moineaux qui 
volent autour de toi, moineaux dont la nourrice a été enlevée et le nid saccagé, nous 
commengons à chanter plaintes et gémissements ; exilés loin de tes mangeoires, 
souffrant la faim, souffrant la soif, couverts de crasse, transis de froid, [le cráne] 
rasé régulièrement à cause de la vermine™ et l’âme complétement abimée dans le 


50 Lam., 2, 13. 

5! Jer., 15, 5 ; Luc, 14, 32. 

32 [s,, 51, 17. 

5 15, 52, 1. 

54 Ts., 52, 2. 

5 Is., 54, 2. 

56 Is., 54, 4. 

57 Lam., 2, 15. 

38 Lam., 1, 1. La Septante donne ἐγενήθη (γί(γ)νομαι), Nicétas ἐγεννήθη (γεννάω). 

59 Is., 54, 7-8. 

60 Ps., 93, 19. 

9! Zorobabel, petit-fils du roi Yoyákin, prétendant au trône de David, et chargé par Cyrus 
du rapatriement des Hébreux dans leur royaume. Cf. Esd. 2, 2 ; 1 Chron., 3, 19. 

9? Nic. ΟΗ., Or. 128, 26. Le discours 13 fut envoyé à Théodore Lascaris, empereur de 
Nicée, après la chute de la Ville et reprend plusieurs thèmes développés dans le Thréne, notam- 
ment la comparaison des Romains avec les Hébreux, dessinant ainsi les premiers linéaments 
de cette idéologie de l’Exil propre à l'Empire de Nicée. 

63 « Quand...rassembler tes enfants » : cf. Zac., 2, 10 ; Jer., 25, 16. 

64 On lit πρὸς φθεῖραν πολλάκις κειρόµενοι : l'expression est attestée chez le comique 
Euboulos (R. KAssEL — C. AusrIN (éds), Poetae comici graeci, vol. 5, frag. 31, p. 207, Berlin — 
New-York, 1986) ; on supposera donc un métaplasme de φθείρ (forme φθεῖρα). On se rasait de 
prés le cráne en signe de deuil. La trad. italienne renvoie à Poll. 2, 29 (cf. NICETA CONIATA, 
Grandezza e catastrofe di Bisanzio [voir n. 5], vol. 3, p. 273 apparat. ad loc.). 
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malheur, ne trouvant plus le chemin d'une ville habitée mais condamnés à mille 
errances comme les oiseaux migrateurs? et comme ceux des astres qui errent®. Et 
pour ainsi dire, nous sommes unis à toi 579 en étant séparés et nous sommes réunis 
à toi en étant dissociés, comme ceux qui sont liés ensemble par l’äme et séparés par 
le corps ; et nous subissons tout à fait ce que [subissent] certains animaux face aux 
leurs pris au piége par des chasseurs et enfermés dans des récipients de verre transpa- 
rent. Eux, en effet, voyant comme dans un miroir, à cause de la pureté et de la brillance 
du vase, le spectacle de l'animal qui est leur compagnon, sont totalement incapables 
de se joindre à lui et d'étre en contact avec lui ; à cause de quoi, en vain autour du 
récipient, ils tournent désemparés, effrayés par l'étrangeté de leur aspect, parce qu'il 
s'oppose à ce à quoi ils étaient naguère habitues‘”. De méme, nous pouvons porter 
nos regards vers toi, nous rapprocher de toi, mais nous sommes totalement privés de 
la possibilité de nous fondre en toi avec affection et de nous unir à toi avec confiance 
comme auparavant, dans la mesure oü, comme par un corps solide et bien plus 
imperméable que le verre, nous sommes séparés de toi par le contingent barbare. 

« Pourquoi nous avoir maltraités, Seigneur ? N’y a-t-il pas méme de reméde pour 
nous ?° Nous connaissons, Seigneur, nos fautes, les injustices de nos pères. À cause 
de ta pitié, lasse-toi de nous frapper, n'avilis pas le trône de Ta gloire? Seigneur, 
pour que notre áme ne se détourne pas de Toi, corrige-nous, mais fais-le avec juge- 
ment et non avec colére, afin de ne pas réduire notre nombre. Déverse Ta colére sur 
les peuples qui ne Te connaissent pas et sur les races qui n'ont pas invoqué Ton 
nom”. Tu es notre père, Seigneur. Nous sommes l'argile, et c'est Toi le potier, nous 
sommes tous l'oeuvre de Tes mains”!. Regarde et vois notre opprobre. Notre héri- 
tage a passé à des étrangers, nos maisons à des inconnus”. Fais-nous revenir prés 
de Toi, et nous reviendrons. Renouvelle nos jours comme autrefois”? » — car il faut 
que j'utilise opportunément ces mots de l’Écriture pour des situations semblables. 
Mais à présent, la parole méme m'a quitté, comme un corps meurt avec l'áme avec 
laquelle il est né et qu'il accompagne, s'en allant et mourant avec toi, qui es la 
nourrice de l'éloquence. C'est par des larmes muettes’* et des gémissements silen- 
cieux que je dois donc m'acquitter, pour toi, de la plupart des lamentations 580 et 
que je dois m'abstenir de poursuivre davantage mon Histoire. Car qui, sur une terre 
devenue désormais étrangére à la littérature et devenue totalement barbare, souffri- 
rait de faire la démonstration des mélodies des Muses 375 Je ne saurais chanter la 
geste des barbares ni transmettre à la postérité de hauts faits de guerre dans lesquels 
ne vainquent pas les Hellénes. Car si Hippocrate de Cos, mandé en échange de mille 


65 On lit ἀβέβαιοι : on pourrait traduire par « qui n'ont pas de lieux sürs » ; sürement cet 
adjectif signifie ici « migrateurs », mais rien ne l'atteste. 

66 Opposition des astres fixes (constellations, étoile polaire) aux astres mobiles (Lune, Mars, 
Mercure, Soleil, Vénus, Jupiter, Saturne). Nic. CH., Or. 138, 21. 

97 « et nous subissons parfaitement...apparence de naguére » : Nic. CH., Or. 168, 16-25. 

68 Cf. Job, 5, 18. 

99 Jer., 14, 20-1. 

70 Jer., 10, 24-5. 

7! Is., 64,7. 

72 Lam., 5, 1-2. 

7 Lam., 5,21. 

74 Nic. CH., Hist., 182, 46-47. 

75 Cf. Ps., 136, 4. 
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richesses par celui qui jadis régnait sur les Perses”®, afin de visiter les cités soumises 
à son autorité qui souffraient terriblement de maladies affectant le corps, ne supporta 
pas de recevoir méme du bout des oreilles des promesses fabuleuses et laissa les 
barbares courir à leur perte et gémir, comment moi accorderais-je la plus précieuse 
des richesses et la plus belle découverte des Hellènes, l'Histoire, aux exactions des 
barbares contre les Hellénes ? Mais eux, imitant l'incendiaire du temple d'Artémis 
à Ephése", qu'ils soient anéantis, ignorés et inconnus, sans que nous ne les jugions 
dignes d'une mention, jusqu'à ce que soit éloignée l'anomie? et que sur Ses esclaves 
soit invoqué le Divin®®. 

Car Il n'est pas, non, jusqu'à la fin Il n'est pas oublieux notre Dieu?!, pas plus 
qu'Il ne contient Sa pitié dans Sa colére?, ni ne cesse d'ajouter à Sa faveur? ; au 
contraire, en frappant, Il guérit, et en mettant à mort, Il vivifie**, S’II dépêche avec 
colère les dents des bêtes fauves rampant à méme la terre*, Il broie cependant les 
crocs des lions et Il brise la tête du dragon. 5 Ἡ rompt le roseau, 581 Il blame 
cependant aussi les bêtes du roseau®’. Si les uns sont sur des chars, les autres sur 
des chevaux®®, pour se sauver le cheval n'est cependant qu'illusion??, et Il n'a pas 
de bienveillance pour les jambes de l’homme”. S’II fait connaître de durs moments 
à Son peuple et lui fait boire le vin du vertige?!, Il dresse cependant une table devant 
les opprimés” et Il tend à Son peuple une coupe qui enivre de joie comme une coupe 
excellente”. 5 Ἠ conduit ceux qui infligent le fouet depuis les extrémités de la terre 
et depuis les régions qui sont loin dans la mer”! et si par l'intermédiaire du Prophète, 
du grand héraut, Il crie : « Des géants viennent accomplir Ma colére, à la fois se 
réjouissant et s'amusant ; ils sont bénis et c'est Moi qui les conduis »?, Il leur inflige 
cependant aussi des blessures bien vives et Il les fustige par les pires des maux, ne 
leur montrant aucune reconnaissance méme s’Il les utilise comme instruments de la 


76 Cf. Correspondance d’Artaxerxés et Hippocrate, dans le Corpus hippocratique, lettres 
3 & 5. Cf. aussi la Vie d'Hippocrate selon Soranos dans A. WESTERMANN (éd.), Vitarum 
scriptores graeci minores, Brunswick, 1845 (2 Amsterdam, 1964), p. 453, 94 et suiv. 

77 Cf. Strabon, 14, 1, 22. Il s’agit d’Erostrate. 

78 Hom., Od. 1, 242. 

79 Ps., 56, 2. 

80 Cf. Ps., 89, 13. 

8! Cf. Ps., 9, 19; 73, 19. 

82 Cf. Ps., 76, 10. 

85 Ps., 76, 8. 

$4 Cf. Deut., 32, 39. 

85 Deut., 32, 24. 

86 Cf. Ps., 57, 7 ; 73, 13-4 ; Gn., 3, 15. 

87 Ps ,:67,.31; 

88 Ps., 19, 8. 

2 Ps.,:32. 17; 
Ps., 146, 10. Pour gloser en tenant compte de la suite du Psaume : Dieu n'admire pas 
les prouesse physiques, en l'occurrence la course, mais uniquement ceux qui le craignent et 
l'adorent. Ici, le sens est légérement détourné par Nicétas qui suggere plutót que rien ne sert 
de courir, car nul n'échappe à la colére de Dieu. 

21 Cf. Ps., 59, 5. 

2 Ds, 22,5. 

3 Cf. Ps., 22, 5. 

% Cf. Is., 13, 5 ; Ps., 64, 6. 

% Cf. Is., 13, 3. 
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ruine des cités, comme fléaux universels et comme bourreaux impitoyables envers 
les hommes, ou si, avec Lui comme avec un médecin des ámes, ils collaborent, eux 
qui participent de la plupart de ces maux, comme maladies et comme remédes, et 
leur nature apparait limpide à ceux qui les éprouvent. En effet, soit comme le malade 
reprend des forces, ils cessent d'agir, s'étant étiolés, soit ils périssent avec le malade ; 
quant aux remédes qui guérissent la maladie, quand ils ont soigné l'organe malade, 
avec les plus indignes des matières ils s'évacuent devenus inutiles%, 

J'affirme donc qu'il faut considérer que les malheurs qui surviennent ne sont ni 
un acte de répudiation? remis à nous par Dieu, ni la greffe d'oliviers sauvages et 
barbares sur nous, l'olivier cultivé, mais une punition l&gere”, telle que Dieu sait 
en infliger, s'abstenant cependant d'excés, et ne concédant pas tout pouvoir aux 
persécuteurs, 582 mais épargnant les persécutés ; surtout si celui qui agit, ne sachant 
pas se rassasier du sacrilége, se révolte par impiété contre Celui dont il avait reçu 
le pouvoir de châtier, comme Nebuzarádan l'archi-boucher!%, livrant la Ville de 
Dieu aux flammes et pillant les objets du culte, comme Baltassar!?! se vautrant dans 
ces derniers, insultant les autels sacrés et parodiant dans des danses les mysteres 
divins ; quant à celui qui subit, se faisant dans au moment du réquisitoire son propre 
accusateur, il appelle à la barre le Dieu qui l'a frappé comme un avocat plus cha- 
leureux encore. 

Ainsi donc, attendant la bienveillance de Dieu, nous devons chanter avec David : 
« Souviens-Toi de nous, Seigneur, dans Ta bienveillance pour Ton peuple ; visite- 
nous dans Ton salut que je voie dans la bonté de Tes élus, que je me réjouisse dans 
la joie de Ton peuple, qu'avec Ton héritage je sois loué » 37, connaissant bien des 
impies l'abandon final et le chátiment, mais connaissant de ceux qui ont mis leur 
espérance dans le Seigneur les auxiliaires de la punition : l'appel et la consolation!?. 


% Nic. Or. 119, 25. 

27 Cf. Deut., 24, 3 ; Is., 50, 1 ; Matth., 19, 7 ; Marc, 10, 4. 
2 Métaphore des Oliviers : cf. Rom., 11, 23-4. 

99 Ts., 26, 16. 

100 4 Regn., 25, 8sq. 

101 Dan., 5, 1sq. 

102 Ps., 105, 4-5. 

105 Cf. Prov., 15, 29. 
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Annexe 2. Typologie des köla du Thréne de la Ville. 


T : présence dans le Thrène. D : présence dans la voix de Dieu. 
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Les kóla sont notés par nombre de syllabes. Les kóla absents du texte le sont du tableau. 


D/T 

TD 
11 TD 
12 TD 
13 TD 
14 TD 
15 TD 
16 TD 
17 TD 
19 T 
20 T 
21 TD 
22 TD 
23 T 
24 T 
25 T 
26 T 
27 T 
28 T 
29 T 
30 T 
31 T 
32 T 
33 TD 
34 T 
35 T 


326 


STANISLAS KUTTNER-HOMS 


Annexe 3. Typologie des clausules du Thréne de la Ville. 


T : présence dans le Thréne. D : présence dans la voix de Dieu. ©: clausule non 


représentée. 

0.19 0.2 T 0.3 Ø 0.49 
1.0 T 2.0 TD 3.0 TD 4.0 T 
1.1 TD 12T 1.3 Ø 1.4 Ø 
2.1 TD 2.2 TD 2.3 Ø 2.4 Ø 
3.1 TD 3.2 TD 330 3.4 Ø 
4.1 TD 4.2 TD 4.3 Ø 449 
5.1 TD 5.2 T 5.3 Ø 54 Ø 


Annexe 4. Comparaison du rythme de l'extrait n°3 du Thrène de la 
Ville (Nic. CH., Hist., 577, 31-578, 42) et de celui du texte 
de la Septante. 


Le texte de Nicétas Chöniates est dans la colonne de gauche, celui de la Septante 
correspondant dans celle de droite. Dans cette derniere, les lettres en gras indiquent 


les membres de phrase cités par Nicétas. 


Nic. CH., Hist., 577, 31-578, 33 


ἐξεγείρου, ἐξεγείρου, ἀνάστηθι 12 2.2 
fj πιοῦσα τὸ ποτήριον τοῦ θυμοῦ µου 
τῆς πτώσεως. DM. 22 


Nicétas a découpé le texte de la Septante et n'en a 
gardé que la matiére utile à son propos. On peut 
parler ici de condensation. Le nom de Jérusalem et 
de Sion est, comme attendu dans un Thréne pour 
Constantinople, systématiquement supprimé dans 
l'ensemble de l'extrait. Il laisse cependant, pour le 
lecteur habitué à Isaie, une étrange impression de 
vide qui est aussi présence (« l'absente de tout 
bouquet... »), ce qui est habile pour évoquer, de 
manière silencieuse, le lien mystique entre Constan- 
tinople et Sion, entre les Romains sans Empire et 
les Hébreux en exil. D’un point de vue rythmique, 
cette premiére apparition d'Isaie dans le Thréne 
donne l'amplitude rythmique de sa voix (12 syllabes 
est quasiment la limite basse du nombre de syllabes 
par kölon, 21 la limite haute), de méme que la 
clausule 2.2 se laisse entendre comme associée à la 
puisance et à l'espoir. 


Isaie, 51, 17 

ἐξεγείρου, ἐξεγείρου, 8 3.1 
ἀνάστηθι Ἱερουσαλήμ 9-17 6.0 
fj πιοῦσα τὸ ποτήριον τοῦ θυμοῦ 12 4.0 
ἐκ χειρὸς κυρίου 6-18 1.1 
τὸ ποτήριον γὰρ τῆς πτώσεως 10 4.2 
τὸ κόνδυ τοῦ θυμοῦ ἐξέπιες 10 1.2 
καὶ ἐξεκένωσας 6-16 5:2 


L'Isaie de la Septante emploie des köla plus longs 
que ceux de l'Isaie de Nicétas (plus proches de 
20 syllabes que de 13). On remarquera que le texte 
de la Septante privilégie les isocolies de maniére 
à composer, ici, une petite structure annulaire 
rythmique (6-10-10-6). 
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Nic. CH., Hist., 578, 33 


Isaie, 52, 1 


ἔνδυσαι τὴν ἰσχύν σου, ἔνδυσαι τὴν ἐξεγείρου, ἐξεγείρου Σιών 10 2.0 
δόξαν σου. 14 3.2 | ἔνδυσαι τὴν ἰσχύν σου Σιών 9-19 2.0 
καὶ ἔνδυσαι τὴν δόξαν σου δ 3.2 
Nicétas renforce l'isocolie latente du texte de la | Ἱερουσαλήμ πόλις ἢ ἁγία 11219 3.1 
Septante. Là oü celle-ci parvient à des dikóla ayant 
le méme nombre de syllabes (19 syll.), le texte de 
Nicétas ne conserve que le texte utile à son propos 
(il supprime Σιών dans un kölon), favorise l’asyndete 
(il supprime xai dans le kölon suivant), et aboutit à 
deux kommata de 7 syllabes dont la structure syn- 
taxique est parfaitement la méme. 
Nic. CH., Hist., 578, 33-34 Isaie, 52, 1 
ἐκτίναξαι τὸν χοῦν καὶ ἀνάστηθι. 11 2.2] ἐκτίναξαι τὸν χοῦν καὶ ἀνάστηθι 11 2.2 
ἔκδυσαι τὸν δεσμὸν τοῦ τραχήλου κάθισον Ἱερουσαλήμ 8-19 60 
σου: 11 2.2 | ἔκδυσαι τὸν δεσμὸν τοῦ τραχήλου 
σου 1l 2.2 
Un des rares exemples où Nicétas a conservé par- | fj αἰχμάλωτος θυγάτηρ Σιών 10-21 2.0 
faitement le texte de la Septante. L'isocolie devient 
un trait dominant du discours d'Isaie. 
Nic. CH., Hist., 578, 34-35 Isaie, 54, 2 
πλάτυνον τὸν τόπον τῆς σκηνῆς σου πλάτυνον τὸν τόπον τῆς σκηνῆς 
καὶ τῶν αὐλαιῶν σου. 16 5.1 σου 10 3.1 
καὶ τῶν αὐλαιῶν σου πῆξον 8-18 11 
À nouveau, Nicétas coupe et colle. L'impératif πῆξον | μὴ φείσῃ 3 0.1 
est supprimé et le kôlon approche de la limite haute | μάκρυνον τὰ σχοινίσματα σου 9 4.3 
du nombre de syllabes qu'affectionne l'Isaie de | καὶ τοὺς πασσάλους σου κατίσχον 10-19 3.2 


Nicétas. 


À nouveau, une petite structure annulaire ryth- 
mique, dont les bornes sont davantage marquées 
que l'anneau intérieur (10-8-3-9-10). 


Nic. CH., Hist., 578, 35-36 


Isaie, 54, 4 


μὴ φοβοῦ, ὅτι κατῃσχύνθης, 9. 43.1] μὴ φοβοῦ, ὅτι κατῃσχύνθης, 9 341 
μηδὲ ἐντραπῇς, ὅτι ὠνειδίσθης 11 3.1] μηδὲ ἐντραπῇς, ὅτι ὠνειδίσθης 11 34 
Nic. CH., Hist., 578, 36-39 Lamentations, 2, 15 
καὶ ἐκρότησαν ἐπὶ ooi χεῖρας πάντες ἐκρότησαν ἐπὶ σὲ χεῖρας πάντες oi 
oi παραπορευόμενοι ὁδόν, 22 3.0 παραπορευόμενοι ὁδόν 2] 3.0 
ἐσύρισαν καὶ ἐκίνησαν κεφαλὰς ἐσύρισαν καὶ ἐκίνησαν κεφαλὰς αὐτῶν 
αὐτῶν καὶ εἶπον' 17239 1.1 ἐπὶ τὴν θυγατέρα Ἱερουσαλὴμ 26 5.0 
αύτη ἐστὶν ἢ πόλις, στέφανος δόξης 
καὶ εὐφροσύνη πάσης τῆς γῆς 21 2.0 | À αὕτη ἐστὶν ἢ πόλις, στέφανος δόξης 
καὶ εὐφροσύνη πάσης τῆς γῆς 22 2.0 


Il est étrange que Nicétas inverse ici la longueur 
des köla bibliques : celui de 22 syllabes passe à 21 
par l'ajout d'un καί, celui de 21 à 22 par la suppres- 
sion du Ñ. Il est possible que cette inversion per- 
mette à Nicétas d'apparier ce dikólon de 39 syllabes 
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au frikölon qui clót ce mouvement du texte (celui 
où est cité le Psaume 146) qui en compte 40. Ce 
faisant le texte forme un anneau rythmique autour 
des dikóla « καὶ y ἄρχουσα ἐν χώραις... ὃ θεός 
σου » et « χρόνον μικρὸν... οἰκτειρήσω σε », qui 
compte chacun 22 syllabes. Nicétas modifie légére- 
ment la Septante afin de privilégier l'harmonie 
d'ensemble de son propre texte. 


Nic. CH., Hist., 578, 39-40 
καὶ πῶς ἐκάθισε χήρα ἢ πεπλη- 


Lamentations, 1, 1 
πῶς ἐκάθισεν μόνη ἢ πόλις ἢ 


θυσμένηλαῶν 16-37 2.0 πεπληθυσμένη λαῶν 19 2.0 
καὶ fj ἄρχουσα ἐν χώραις ἐγεννήθη ἐγενήθη ὡς χήρα πεπληθυμμένη ἐν 
εἰς φόρους ; » 15 2.1 ἔθνεσιν 16 2.2 
ἄρχουσα ἐν χώραις ἐγενήθη εἷς φόρον 
Pour cette premiére apparition des Lamentations 13 2.1 
dans l'extrait, Nicétas agit, à l'égard du texte 
source, de la méme maniére qu'à l'égard du texte 
d'Isaie : par découpage et recombinaison. Si nous 
nous interrogeons encore sur le choix d'&ygvvi]0r au 
lieu de l’&yevnOn biblique (une raison rythmique ? 
composer des syllabes fermées là oü le texte origi- 
nal n'en a pas, afin de rapprocher ce kölon des 
hexamétres de Nonnos ?), il est possible que le pas- 
sage de φόρον à φόρους vise à supprimer la rime 
que la désinence aurait créée avec ὁδόν, εἶπον et 
λαῶν entendus peu avant à la clausule. 
Nic. CH., Hist., 578, 40-42 Isaie, 54, 6-8 
εἶπε γὰρ ô θεός cov 7-222 4.1 | εἶπεν ὁ θεός σου. 6 31 
«χρόνον μικρὸν κατέλιπόν og, 9 1.1 | χρόνον μικρὸν κατέλιπόν σε 9 11 
καὶ HET’ ἐλέους μεγάλου οἶκτει- καὶ μετὰ ἐλέους μεγάλου οἰκτειρήσω σε. 
ρῄσωσε. 1393-22 32 14 32 
ἐν θυμῷ μικρῷ ἀπέστρεψα τὸ πρό- £v θυμῷ μικρῷ ἀπέστρεψα τὸ πρόσωπόν 
ὠΩπόν pov, 14 1.1 pov 14 1.1 
καὶ ἐν ἐλέῳ αἰωνίῳ ἐλεήσω σε». 142 28 3.2 καὶ ἐν ἐλέῳ αἰωνίῳ ἐλεήσω σε. 14 32 


Nicétas reprend intégralement le texte biblique à 
l'exception du groupe μετὰ ἐλέους qu'il élide. 
Nicétas a sans doute cherché à conserver l’ethos 
rythmique de son Isaie : l'élision de µετά permet 
des dikóla de 22 syllabes que le texte biblique 
n'a pas. On remarquera aussi que χρόνον μικρὸν 
κατέλιπόν σε et ἐν θυμῷ μικρῷ ἀπέστρεψα τὸ 
πρόσωπόν µου suivent globalement un rythme 
iambique, que Nicétas a tenu à conserver. Ce rythme, 
propre à la langue courante selon Aristote, est pré- 
sent dés l'ouverture du Threne : Ὦ πόλις, πόλις, 
πόλεων πασῶν ὀφθαλμέ, est iambique tant du point 
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de vue des accents (x X), que de la quantité antique 
des syllabes (- u). En considérant -e@v comme une 
synizèse longue (comme la finale de Πηληϊάδεω 
dans le premier vers de 1'/liade), ce premier kölon 
comprend six iambes, soit un trimétre iambique 
parfait. Il est possible que ce soit une référence au 
kommos de la tragédie antique. Cet échange pathé- 
tique d'un personnage avec le chœur peut se faire 
sur un rythme iambique. On notera que κομμός se 
prononce, en grec médiéval, comme le terme κῶμος 
qui apparait dans le Thréne (Hist., 576, 9). Seul l'ac- 
cent les sépare, mais Nicétas a pris soin, gráce à 
l'enclise, de placer un accent sur la finale de κῶμος, 
ce qui permet, à l'oral, de rapprocher les deux mots. 
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SUMMARY 


The Byzantine historian Niketas Choniates (c. 1155-c. 1217) wrote in his History 
a chapter called by marginalia « Thrènos tou poleös », the Funeral Oration for the 
City. Niketas laments over the capture and the sack of Constantinople by the soldiers 
of the Fourth Crusade and their Venetian seafarers. This text contains both aspects 
of a monody and of a homily: Niketas tries to explain God's designs behind the 
horrifying attack at the very heart of the Roman Empire, while building up a theo- 
dicy in order to give hope to his readers-listeners. The Funeral Oration for the City 
is woven with quotations and allusions to the Old Testament, among which the 
prophets which relay God's voice hold a particular place. But without any precision 
about who is speaking, is there any mean for the audience or the reader to recognize 
the different voices within the text? Was it possible, as it was for the public of the 
Ancient theatre, to distinguish the various characters through their éthos, even if the 
éthos was deprived of the costume, the mask, and part of the staging? In this paper 
we will try to show how prose rhythm builds different éthé, mainly God's voice 
which seems, at first sight, to be nowhere. 


FROM CITATION TO CENTO. 
THE HOMERIC CENTOS AND THE IMPERIAL AND 
LATE ANTIQUE QUOTATION HABIT 


Homeric centos are lines excerpted verbatim or with slight modification 
from the /liad and the Odyssey,! and which are used to stitch together a 
different poem. Used throughout antiquity, parodically or seriously,” at some 
point around by the end of the 3" beginning of the 4" c. the cento technique 
develops into a genre.? The Christian Homeric Centos are poems dating 
from the 5" c. onwards and attributed to various authors that tell the story 
of the Old and/or the New Testament in Homeric language and style using 
only centos.^ As such they are intrinsically entangled with the ‘original’ 
Homeric passage to which they belong, and indeed they treasure this inter- 
textual relationship while being carried into a new poem.? Most interestingly, 
when this ‘new’ poem is a reworking of another text, such as the Bible in 


! Cf. M. USHER, Homeric stitchings: the Homeric Centos of the Empress Eudocia, Lanham — 
MD., 1998, p. 2. See also M. UsHER, Prolegomenon to the Homeric Centos, in The American 
Journal of Philology, 118 (1997), p. 305. 

2 For the non-Christian centos see Ó. PRIETO DOMÍNGUEZ, De alieno nostrum: el centón 
profano en el mundo griego, Salamanca, 2010 and G. TRONCHET, Dion précurser du centon? 
Homére sur mesure dans le Discours aux Alexandrins, in E. AMATO (ed), Dion de Pruse: 
l'homme, son œuvre et sa postérité (Spudasmata, 169), Hildesheim, 2016, pp. 385-420. 

3 For the tehcnique developing into a genre see, at pp. 84-85. 

* For the Christian centos that are often attributed, though with uncertainty to the Empress 
Eudocia, wife of Theodosius II, see the elaborate introduction to the text of the CCSG edition, 
the only complete and thorough edition of the Homeric Centos, which I am using here through- 
out: R. SCHEMBRA, Homerocentones (CCSG, 62), Turnhout, 2007, and his commentary of the 
first and second editions, R. SCHEMBRA, La prima redazione dei centoni omerici: traduzione e 
commento, Alessandria, 2006 and La seconda redazione dei centoni omerici, Alessandria, 2007. 
For the historical milieu and Eudocia in particular see, K. G. HOLUM, Theodosian empresses: 
women and imperial dominion in Late Antiquity (Transformation of the Classical Heritage, 3), 
Berkeley — Los Angeles, 1982; P. VAN DEUN, The poetical writings of the Empress Eudocia: an 
evaluation, in J. DEN ΒΟΕΕΤ — Α. HILHORST (eds), Early Christian poetry: a collection of essays 
(VigChr. Supplements, 22), Leiden, 1993, pp. 273-282. See also M. WHITBY, Writing in Greek: 
classicism and compilation, interaction and transformation, in C. K. KELLY (ed), Theodosius II: 
rethinking the Roman Empire in Late Antiquity, Cambridge, 2013, pp. 195-218. 

5 For classicising poetry in Late Antiquity and its relationship to the original see, e.g., 
K. THRAEDE, Epos, in RAC, 5 (1962), coll. 983-1042. For the Greek tradition, see G. AGOSTI, 
Usurper, imiter, communiquer: le dialogue interculturel dans la poésie grecque chrétienne 
de l'Antiquité tardive, in N. BELAYCHE — J.-D. DuBols (eds), L'oiseau et le poisson. Cohabitations 
religieuses dans les mondes grec et romain, Paris, 2011, pp. 275-299; for the Latin tradition, 
see, K. POLLMANN, Tradition and Innovation, in K. POLLMANN (ed), The Baptized Muse: early 
Christian poetry as cultural authority, Oxford, 2017, pp. 19-36. 
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the case of Christian poetry, then the layers of intertextuality multiply, since 
the text that is being ‘transposed’ comes with its own intertextual load. Still, 
and while being a translation, the ‘new’ cento poem is a new poem, one with 
its own poetic and aesthetic aspirations and with its own intertextual affilia- 
tions, and, for Christian centos, exegetical intentions. This complex intertex- 
tual entanglement is typical of cento poetry, and it is the premise with which 
any study ought to begin? as it is characteristic of late antique cumulative 
aesthetics: a compound work of art, brilliantly illustrated in the composition 
of the Arch of Constantine, made of different artworks from different times 
combined together so as to reproduce an artwork where the details are as 
important as the whole." 

The principal aim of this article is to shift the focus from the mnemonic 
techniques used to memorise, select, compose, and perform Homeric poetry 
from the Archaic period onward, and focus instead on the audience and the 
reception of the Homeric Centos within the context of late antique paideia.? 
The popularity of Homeric centos in Late Antiquity, I will argue, is a 
by-product of the long tradition of reading, memorising, excerpting, quoting, 
and commenting (on) Homer, the traces of which can be found in both 
pagan and Christian literary production, in and outside the schoolroom,'° 


6 On intertextuality and centos, see BAZIL, Centones christiani [see n. 3], pp. 65-72, and 
the useful observations of S. HINDS, The self-conscious cento, in M. FORMISANO — T. FUHRER 
(eds), Décadence. ‘Decline and Fall’ or ‘Other Antiquity’? , Heidelberg, 2014, pp. 171-198. 

7 On spolia and cumulative aesthetics in architecture and miniature art, see e.g. J. ELSNER, 
Late antique art: the problem of the concept and the cumulative aesthetic, in S. SWAIN — 
M. EDWARDS (eds), Approaching Late Antiquity. The transformation from early to late empire, 
Oxford, 2004, pp. 271-309, esp. p. 304. See also the updated bibliography in J. ELSNER — 
J. HERNÁNDEZ LOBATO, Notes towards a poetics of late antique literature, in J. ELSNER — J. HER- 
NÁNDEZ LOBATO (eds), The poetics of late Latin literature, Oxford, 2017, pp. 1-24. On late antique 
poetry and spoliation, see also M. J. G. AGOSTI, /mmagini e poesia nel la tarda antichità, in 
Incontri triestini di filologia classica, 4 (2004-2005), pp. 351-374. 

$ Illustrated in the work by USHER, Homeric stitchings [see n. 1] on the compositional 
technique of cento poetry. BAZIL, Centones christiani [see n. 3], pp. 60-61, 66-67, lists several 
characteristics as typical of the “appropriate? centos, among which, are “sélectivité” (explicit 
allusions to content), “dialogité” (explicit allusion of the source text), all of which point to 
the importance of the shared language between poet and reader for the composition and per- 
formance of cento poetry. 

? For the importance of the reader see recently A. PELTTARI, The space that remains: 
reading Latin poetry in Late Antiquity, Ithaca, NY, 2014, and the introduction in F. HADJITTOFI — 
A. LEFTERATOU (eds), Modulations and Transpositions: Christian poetic genres in Late Antiquity, 
Berlin (forthcoming). 

10 For the influence of the school/rhetorical training see, M. J. ROBERTS, Biblical epic and 
rhetorical paraphrase in Late Antiquity, Liverpool, 1985; BAZIL, Centones christiani [see n. 3], 
pp. 80-85; M. Hose, Poesie aus der Schule. Überlegungen zur spätgriechischen Dichtung, 
München, 2004. Contra Hose see G. AGOSTI, Cristianizzazione della poesia greca e dialogo 
interculturale, in Cristianesimo nella storia, 31 (2009), pp. 311-335, at p. 320, who emphasises 
the innovative character of Christian poetry beyond the schoolroom. 
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from the Imperial era onwards.!! This poetry relies heavily on the reader's 
and poet's shared knowledge of both Homer and the Bible. On the other hand, 
and given that, among other, Homeric formulae and gnomai are (naturally) 
among the most frequently quoted Homeric verses, the secondary goal of 
this article is to explore the role of formulaity in the reception and compo- 
sition of the Homeric Centos. Thus, it will claim that the cento's innovative 
use of formulaity does not reflect the compositional techniques used by epic 
poets, from archaic times onwards, as much as it reflects the paideia of the 
late antique audience and its taste for poikilia.'* 

In what follows I will discuss some aspects of the method used for excerpt- 
ing and reusing Homeric centos, and I will offer selected examples from the 
so-called Prima Redazione of the Homeric Centos, / Homerocentones (1 HC), 
the longest and supposedly earliest edition, which may be attributed (though 
with caution) to the Empress Eudocia, the wife of Theodosius IL. The study 
begins (I) with a survey of the of what is perceived as ‘Homeric’ in the 
Homeric centos by their early editors and focuses particularly on the use of 
Homer in the school curriculum. Thus, it shows how the Homeric Centos 
and the / HC in particular mirror the school practice. The second part (II) 
reviews key examples that are instructive of the reuse of the Homeric epic 
style, such as formulaic verses, adjectives and typical characterisation, typical 
scenes, similes, gnomai, and ekphraseis. This investigation aims to illustrate 
poem's innovative re-claim of the traditional material and recontextualizes 
the / HC within the milieu of Late Antiquity. 


I. READING (WITH) HOMER 


Before embarking on a brief review of the late antique reading of Homer, 
it needs to be stressed that the Homeric Centos, albeit always perceived as 
Homeric, did not always overplay their Homeric feature, being after all 
Christian ροείτγ.' The Byzantine manuscripts of the Homeric Centos trans- 
mit them with a variety of texts: e.g. with a collection of epigrams, alone, 
or with other works, both Christian (e.g. Psellus, Theodoret) and pagan (e.g. 
Ps.-Phocylides, Batrachomyomachia). 'The edition princeps of the Homeric 


ll For the longue durée of the Second Sophistic in Late Antiquity and Byzantium, see 
A. KALDELLIS, Hellenism in Byzantium. The Transformations of Greek Identity and the Recep- 
tion of the Classical Tradition, Cambridge, 2007. 

12 See L. MIGUÉLEZ CAVERO, Poems in context: Greek poetry in the Egyptian Thebaid 
200-600 AD, Berlin - New York, 2008, at p. 139 with further bibliography. 

13 SCHEMBRA, Homerocentones [see n. 4], pp. 133-142. 

14 The summary of the Byzantine and early modern reception if from SCHEMBRA, Homero- 
centones [see n. 4], pp. CXXXIII-CLXXXI. 
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Centos was published by Aldus Manutius in Venice between 1501 and 1504, 
thirty years after the first edition of Homer in 1488 by Demetrius Chalco- 
condyles and simultaneously with Homer's Aldina in 1505. Though the par- 
allel edition of Homer highlights the interest in Homeric (style) poetry, 
Aldus Manutius published the Homeric Centos together with other Christian 
poems, as an independent and autonomous work, and not as an appendix to 
the Iliad and the Odyssey. In 1541 Petrus Brubachius in Frankfurt published 
a version of the Homeric Centos, together with the Cento Probae and the 
Paraphrasis of St. John's Gospel by Nonnus of Panopolis. It is from the edi- 
tion of Stoer in 1617 onwards that the Homeric Centos are edited together 
with the Homeric epics as appendices. This biased relationship to Homer 
was bequeathed to modern critics who saw much more of Homeric style in 
this kind poetry and less of a Christian content. 

For ancient audiences the situation might have been different. Certainly, 
the Biblical episodes transcribed in the poem would have been easily rec- 
ognisable, as I have shown in other studies that engage more with the exe- 
getical approach of the poem. Regarding the Homeric material, while not 
all the lines used in the Homeric Centos come from prominent passages, in 
order for this kind of poetry to make sense for ancient audiences — the cento 
poet qua reader included — the preponderance of the centos used would have 
been identifiable excerpts of Homer. What would have made these passages 
detectible lies in the importance of Homer for the elites and their shared 
paideia. Children would have learned to read and copy Homeric ‘maxims’, 
lines with gnomic and didactic content, already when studying with the 
grammatikos. They would have also come to consult a plethora of diction- 
aries, glossaries, anthologies, and mythographical handbooks that facilitate 
the reading/teaching and memorization of the epics.! Some of these lines, 


15 E.g. EADEM, The Cana Wedding in Eudocia and Nonnos: poetics, rhetoric, and exege- 
sis, in G. AGOSTI — A. ROTONDO (eds), Studies in Nonnus' Paraphrasis (forthcoming); 

16 M. ROSSUM-STEENBEEK, Greek readers’ digests? Studies on a selection of subliterary 
papyri (Mnemosyne. Supplements, 175), Leiden, 1998; J. LUNDON, Homeric Commenteries 
on papyri, in S. MATTHAIOS — F. MONTANARI — A. RENGKAKOS (eds), Ancient Scholarship and 
Grammar: archetypes, concepts and contexts, Berlin, 2011, pp. 159-180. To this we should 
add a tradition of quoting Homer stretching back to Hellenistic and Imperial times. E. BOWIE, 
Plutarch's habits of citation: aspects of difference, in A. NIKOLAIDIS (ed), The unity of 
Plutarch's work, Berlin, 2008, pp. 143-158, at p. 158, for example, shows how Plutarch has 
different habits of quotation in the Moralia and in the Lives, since the philosophical material 
of the first accommodated more space for literary quotation, and even extensive passages. 
More interestingly S. ADAMS, Greek education and composite citations of Homer, in S. ADAMS — 
S. M. EHORN (eds), Composite citations in antiquity: Jewish, Graeco-Roman, and early Chris- 
tian uses, London, 2016, pp. 17-34 observes that some writers might be summarizing some 
of the citations, offering for example the first and the last line, or omitting some lines from 
in-between, adapting them to their own needs. Such practices reflect the author's personal 
taste but also the virtuosity of its audience to grasp the use of the allusion each time. 
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such as several gnomai," would have been available through other mediums 
and used in non-Homer-related contexts, as they would have become, for 
example, proverbial, the hexameter only adding to their instructive poise.!* 
Other passages would have been granted a second life by being cited 
among the models for new rhetorical genres that often quoted Homer as the 
first inventor of a genre.? In other words, in Late Antiquity there was a 
Homeric styled poetic language, shared between the poet and his/her audience, 
that would have enabled the deciphering and appreciation of the ‘new’ cento 
poem. 

This kind of Homeric appropriation is important for understanding the 
late antique engagement with the Homeric text that needs to be seen as a 
continuation of the movement of the sophistic engagement which prompted 
the Greeks to re-evaluate their relationship with their past in, among other, 
Homeric terms.?? This complex reception suggests the existence of a 
Homeric vulgate, though one different from the epic Kunstsprache (re-)used 
by the archaic poets, through Callimachus, to Nonnus.?! By vulgate in this 
article I do not mean only the shared epic Kunstsprache or the Homeric 
koine qua the edited and authorial Homeric text in circulation. Instead I 


17 R, CRIBIORE, Gymnastics of the mind: Greek education in Hellenistic and Roman Egypt, 
Princeton NJ — Oxford, 2001, p. 35, at p. 41, 205. Still valid is H.-I. MARROU, Histoire de 
l'éducation dans l'antiquité, I, Paris, 1948, pp. 249-250. 

18 Cf. J. F. KINDSTRAND, Homer in der zweiten Sophistik. Studien zu der Homerlektüre und 
dem Homerbild bei Dion von Prusa, Maximos von Tyros und Ailios Aristeides (Acta Univer- 
sitatis Upsaliensis. Studia Graeca Upsaliensia, 7), Uppsala, 1973, at p. 32 on "authoritative 
citations" in Second Sophistic authors. For Plutarch see W. C. HELMBOLD — E. N. O’NEIL, 
Plutarch's Quotations, Oxford, 1959. 

19 E.g. see also R. WEBB, Between poetry and rhetoric: Libanios’ use of Homeric subjects 
in his Progymnasmata, in Quaderni Urbinati di Cultura Classica, N.S., 95 (2010), pp. 131- 
152, and A. LEFTERATOU, Mary's lament in the Homeric Centos, in HADJITTOFI — LEFTERATOU 
(eds), Modulations and Transpositions [see n. 9]. 

30 For Homer in the Second Sophistic see E. BOWIE, The Greeks and their past in the Second 
Sophistic, in Past and Present, 46 (1970), pp. 3-41; KINDSTRAND, Homer in der zweiten Sophistik 
[see n. 18], and the monograph by L. Kım, Homer between history and fiction in Imperial 
Greek literature, Cambridge, 2010. For the Greek Fathers see, e.g., C. GNILKA, Chrésis. Die 
Methode der Kirchenváter im Umgang mit der antiken Kultur, Basel, 1984; K. DEMOEN, 
Pagan and Biblical exempla in Gregory Nazianzen: a study in rhetoric and hermeneutics 
(Lingua Patrum, 2), Turnhout, 1996; S. ELM, Sons of Hellenism, Fathers of the Church: 
Emperor Julian, Gregory of Nazianzus, and the vision of Rome, Berkeley, LA, 2012. For 
Homer's ancient readers see the contributions in R. LAMBERTON — J. J. KEANEY (eds), Homer's 
ancient readers. The Hermeneutics of Greek Epic's Earliest Exegetes, Princeton, 1992. 

21 Echoing the title of the analysis of A. WIFSTRAND, Von Kallimachos zu Nonnos: 
metrisch-stilistische Untersuchungen zur spáteren griechischen Epik und zu verwandten Gedicht- 
gattungen, Lund, 1933. 

? On the epic Kunstsprache see S. REECE, Homer's winged words: the evolution of early 
Greek epic diction in the light of oral theory (Mnemosyne. Supplements, 313), Leiden, 2009. 
For the Homeric koine as the shared and “uncorrected” text in circulation, a notion that 
changed overtime, see G. NAGY, Homer the Classic, Washington, 2008, esp. pp. 263-275. For 
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mean the shared use of epic Kunstsprache in Late Antiquity with respect to 
metre, formulae, and thematic, with and without direct relation to Homer, as 
well as the use of Homeric epic language as a shared cultural currency for 
the Graeco-Roman elites, as championed by Gianfranco Agosti in the case 
of epigrams or the epic language of the poems of the Bodmer Papyrus.” 

While it might be tempting to use the Homeric Centos in order to recon- 
struct the late antique Homeric text,?* the poem, in my view, may be more 
useful when studied in order to illuminate the cultural milieu of Homeric 
reception in later periods. Some numbers might be useful to think along. 
Tables 1 and 2 below show how many times each book of the //iad and the 
Odyssey appears (at least once) in all the editions of the Homeric Centos,” 
and in particular in the / HC. 


Table 1: The Iliadic quotations 


Quotations Quotations of 
of the Iliad the Iliad in all The Iliad in HC, The Iliad in I HC, 
in HC of the I HC popularity popularity 
(6,021 lines) (2,354 lines) 
1. 94 1. 70 
2. 89 2. 81 
3. 43 3.. 33 
4. 49 4. 36 
ο 22 5. 49 
6. 63 6. 49 


G. Nagy, the “Athenian koine” has a textual as well as an ideological construction, that illus- 
trates the appropriation of the Homeric text in the 5^ c. BCE, and which was bequeathed to 
Aristarchus and the Hellenistic editors, who in turn produced their own Homeric vulgate, the 
text transmitted through the papyri and the medieval manuscripts. 

3 Cf, e.g., G. AGOSTI, / poemetti del Codice Bodmer et il loro ruolo nella storia della 
poesia tardoantica, in A. Hurst — J. RUDHARDT (eds), Le codex des visions, Genève, 2002, 
pp. 74-113, and IDEM, Cultura greca negli epigrammi epigrafici di età tardoantica, in Incon- 
tri triestini di filologia classica, 6 (2006-2007), pp. 3-18. See also G. in D. ACCORINTI — 
P. CHUVIN (eds), Des Géants à Dionysos. Mélanges de mythologie et de poésie grecques offerts 
à F. Vian (Hellenica, 10), Alessandria, pp. 501-520. 

3 Cf. A. M. ALFIERI, Eudocia e il testo di Omero, in Sileno, 13 (1987), pp. 197-219, while 
SCHEMBRA, Homerocentones [see n. 4], pp. 182-185, advises, rightly, more restraint when 
looking for non-transmitted passages of the παράδοσις. Elsewhere Schembra has strongly 
insisted on the Christianization of the Homeric text in the process of christianization. E.g. 
R. SCHEMBRA, L'Omero "cristiano". Varianti di cristianizzazione e “doiades” nella "quarta" 
redazione degli Homerocentones, in Sileno, 20 (1994), pp. 317-332; and IDEM, Il riuso cris- 
tiano del modello omerico negli Homerocentones, in F. MONTANARI (ed), Omero tremila anni 
dopo, Roma, 2002, pp. 505-510. For similar reconstructions through citations see e.g. KIND- 
STRAND, Homer in der zweiten Sophistik [see n. 18] on the sophists. 

?5 Calculated after the evidence in the /ndex Fontium of SCHEMBRA, Homerocentones [see 
n. 4], pp. 447-485. Schembra does not include an individual /ndex Fontium for each of the 
editions of HC; repeated lines are not included. 


7. 46 

δ. 62 
9. T] 
10. 64 
11. 51 
12. 18 
13. 46 
14. 33 
15 30 
16. 65 
17. 63 
18. 63 
19. 43 
20. 38 
21. 55 
22. 36 
23. 65 
24. 91 


7. 31 
8. 44 
9. 72 
10. 51 
11. 35 
12. 13 
13. 33 
14. 20 
15. 20 
16. 52 
17. 55 
18. 46 
19. 38 
20. 33 
21. 45 
22. 52 
23. 49 
24. 79 
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Ξ 90 Book 1 (94, quotations) 
Z 80 Book 24 and 2 

= 70 Books 5,9 

= 60 Books 6,8,10,16 

= 50 Books 17,18,23 

= 40 Books 22,21,11 

Z 30 Books 4,7,3,13,19 

Z 20 Books 14,15,20 

«20 Book 12 
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= 80 Book 2 (and 24 with 79) 

= 70 Books 1,9 

Z 50 Books 5, 6 (with 49), 
10,16,17,22, (23 (with 49) 

2 40 Books 8,18,21, 

Z 30 Books 3,4,7,11,13,19,20 

= 20 Books 14,15 

« 20 Book 12 


Table 2: The Odyssean quotations 


Quotations of 
the Odyssey 


Quotations of 
the Odyssey 


The Odyssey in HC, 
popularity 


The Odyssey in I HC, 
popularity 


in HC 
(6,021 lines) 
1. 50 
2. 80 
3. 54 
4. 120 
5. 60 
6. 69 
7. 72 
8. 71 
9. 75 
10. 70 
11. 74 
12. 45 
13. 45 
14. 51 
15. 62 
16. 59 
17. 63 
18. 5ο 
19. 76 
20. 48 
21. 29 
22. 53 
23. 38 
24. 54 


in IHC 
(2,354 lines) 

1. 40 
2. 57 
3. 38 
4. 99 
5. 42 
6. 58 
de. ΘΗ 
8.65 
9. 11 
10. 45 
11 59 
12. 29 
13. 40 
14. 37 
15. 49 
16. 53 
17. 56 
18. 52 
19. 53 
20. 32 
21 21 
22. 44 
23. 39 
24. 35 


= 90 Book1 (124 quotations) 
= 80 Book 2 (80 quotations) 
= 70 Books 7,8,9,10,11,19 
= 60 Books 6,15,17 

= 50 Books 1,2,14,16, 18,22 
Z 40 Books12, 13 


= 30 Book 23, and 21 
(with 29) 


= 90 Book 4 

= 60 Books 8,11(with 59) 

= 50 Books 2,6, 15 (with 49), 
16, 17, 18,19, 

= 40 Book 1,5,10, 13,22, 23 
(with 39) 

Z 30 Book 3,7, 12 (with 29), 
14, 20, 24 

z 20 Book 9, 21 
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This preliminary investigation of Homeric lines displayed above may 
actually be more eloquent about Homer's late antique readers than it is 
about the state of the Homeric text. First, it shows that a simple skimming 
of the Index Fontium may give biased evidence, secondly it hints at the 
necessity of side-by-side examination of each edition of the Homeric Cen- 
tos. To illustrate, a preliminary approach. If, for example, we compare the 
amount of lines that belong to each book of the /liad and/or the Odyssey 
on of the total 6,021 lines of Homeric Centos, we observe that 94 lines belong 
to Book 1 of the /liad. The second place is taken by Book 2 and Book 24 
with 89 and 91 centos respectively, the third place by Books 5 and 9 with 
72 and 77 centos respectively. The least popular Iliadic book in the / HC 
is Book 12 with 18 centos. From the Odyssey the most popular is Book 4 
with 120 centos, which is more than the most popular book of the /liad 
(Book 1), which is cited 90 times; second comes Book 2 with 80 quotations. 
The least popular Odyssean book is Book 21 with 29 citations. It would be 
interesting to check the use of Homeric quotations and knowledge of the 
books diachronically, so as to cross-check the perseverance of particular 
reading habits and knowledge of the Homeric text, albeit this is not the 
focus of the present article. In what the / HC is concerned, the results con- 
firm the reputation of the first two Iliadic books, albeit in reverse order, 
while the last position is again reserved for Book 12. With respect to the 
Odyssean quotations the findings confirm the popularity of Book 4, with 
Books 8 and 11 sharing the second position. The least popular are Books 9 
and 12 of the Odyssey. 

While these figures might seem schematic and abstract, they need to be 
compared with the popularity of the Homeric poems in the Imperial and 
later periods. According to the papyrological records, the most popular 
books are /liad 1-6, and especially Books 1 and 2, followed by Books 5 and 
6, and next Book 11. The Odyssey is less represented by the papyri finds, 
as it was not a major focus of the school education. Moreover, the findings 
show a predilection for the Iliadic sequels in the Odyssey, namely Books 4 
and 11. The / HC however shows that, while there is a majority of Iliadic 
lines, the Odyssey was equally appreciated and each of the books is cited. 
Further to this, whereas the corpus of HC confirms the popularity of the first 
six and especially the first two books of the /liad and Book 4 of the Odyssey, 
it may come as a surprise that the second most quoted Odyssean book in 
the total of HC is not Book 11 but Book 2. The findings, however, from 
the / HC quotations confirm the canon and indicate that a further parallel 


?6 The numbers are taken from a survey of the Indexes in SCHEMBRA, Homerocentones 
[see n. 4], pp. 447-485. 
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examination of each edition is required in order to reach concrete results. 
And while this evidence complements the findings from the school papyri it 
also complements the parallel evidence collected by Kindstrand” in his study 
of Homeric reception in Dio, Maximus and Aristeides. Thus, the Homeric 
Centos, like the sophists of the previous centuries draw from a similar pool 
of Homeric knowledge. Hence, a literary analysis may be more illustrative 
of what the Homeric Centos do with Homer. 


Il. HOMERIC EXCERPTS IN CONTEXT 


In order to understand the relationship of the / HC with Homer it is use- 
ful to examine other Homer-inspired epic poetry that does not use cento. 
Besides, the collapse of strong binary distinctions between orality and liter- 
acy and the study of formulaic diction through the intertextual lens in recent 
Homeric scholarship have challenged the earlier scholarly approaches espe- 
cially in what formulaic composition is concerned as early as the archaic 
period. The results of such advances, such as Bakker's use of the allusive 
power of “interformulaity”, are all the more valuable when studying epic 
composition in bookish societies. δ Subsequently there is no longer need to 
defend the coexistence of oral/aural/performative setting and literacy as the 
background of the Homeric Centos much. Instead we can inquire how does 
the traditional formulaity of hexametric epic poetry plays against and/or 
along the new late antique aesthetic.? 

For this reason, a good comparandum, I believe, is the narrator in Quintus 
of Smyrna Posthomerica, who also poses as ‘Homer’ and tactfully balances 


77 KINDSTRAND, Homer in der zweiten Sophistik [see n. 18], pp. 19-26, 48-55, and 77-84. 
On the correspondence between school and highbrow evidence see CRIBIORE, Gymnastics of 
the mind [see n. 17], p. 196. For analogous results in Plutarch see HELMBOLD — O’NEIL, 
Plutarch's Quotations [see n. 18], pp. 39-49. 

28 See e.g. G. NAGY, Poetry and performance. Homer and beyond, Cambridge, 1996, p. 50; 
see also B. FENIK, Typical battle scenes in the Iliad. Studies in the narrative techniques of 
Homeric battle description, Wiesbaden, 1968, noting that "typical composition and direct 
influence are not incompatible"; cf. also C. TsAGALIS, Epic grief: personal lament in Homer's 
Iliad, Berlin - New York, 2004, who undertakes the comparison of the formulaic aspects of 
laments in the /liad, and especially E. 1. BAKKER, The meaning of meat and the structure of 
the Odyssey, Cambridge, 2013, p. 159, who coins the term “interformulaity” to illustrate the 
self-reflexive nature of formulaic repetition though distinct from Hellenistic allusion. See also 
the overview of allusiveness in Homer in the recent work of B. CURRIE, Homer’s allusive art, 
Oxford, 2016, pp. 11, 25-27. 

22 On orality and performance of epic poetry in Late Antiquity, see e.g. G. AGOSTI, La voce 
dei libri: dimensione performative dell'epica greca tardoantica, in E. AMATO (ed), Approches 
de la Troisieme Sophistique: hommages à J. Schamp (Collection Latomus, 296), Bruxelles, 
2006, pp. 35-42; IDEM, L’epica greca tardoantica tra oralità e scrittura, in R. UGLIONE (ed), 
Arma virumque cano. L'epica dei greci e dei romani, Alessandria, 2008, pp. 231-259. 
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between the traditional/Homeric and innovative/Sophistic revision?? and 
ideological agenda.*! In studies of Quintus what tends to come in focus 
when discussing the Posthomerica's debt to Homer is the reuse of formulaic 
expression (adjectives, scenes), gnomic verses, similes, and ekphraseis, 
played against the poem's innovative touches. It has been convincingly 
argued that Quintus’ technique albeit analogous to Homer's avoids precise 
repetition:?? speeches have a rhetorical tad, similes are more elaborate 
than in the /liad, the taste for ekphrasis is illustrative of the rhetorical 
training of the first centuries CE, and so is the tendency for moralizing 
statements in the portraying of the characters and the abundant gnomai, 
which mark a parting from the Homeric model. Hence, the formulaity of 
Quintus does not necessarily clash with the expectations of its audience, and 
although it is not a poem orally composed in performance it is nonetheless 
a product of a highly bookish environment where formulaity is used to both 
trace the debt to Homer and also to enhance the aesthetics of poikilia.?? 
Having these observations in mind, I will examine below some selective, for 
the needs of a single article, key-cases that show how the / HC adapt the 
formulaic epic style. 


1. Formulaic expressions 


Not all the formulaic styled lines used in Homer are reused as such in the 
I HC. Sometimes the J HC may recycle traditional pairs of lines and on other 
occasions they may take a Homeric line and turn it into a formulaic one. For 
example, the line used to describe chatting crowds, “ὧδε δέ τις εἴπεσκεν 
ἰδὼν ἐς πλησίον ἄλλον” (‘so one said when looking the one next to him’), 


30 For the subversion of Homeric formulaity in Hellenistic poetry see, e.g. M. FANTUZZI — 
R.-L. HUNTER, Tradition and innovation in Hellenistic poetry, Cambridge, 2002. 

31 See the thought-provoking work of S. BAR, Quintus of Smyrna and the Second Sophistic, 
in Harvard Studies in Classical Philology, 105 (2010), pp. 287-316, and also the observations 
of C. MACIVER, Quintus Smyrnaeus’ Posthomerica: engaging Homer in Late Antiquity, Lei- 
den, 2012, on the late antique features of the poem. I find A. KARANIKA's, Homer the prophet. 
Homeric verses and divination in the Homeromanteion, in A. LARDINOIS et al. (eds), Sacred 
words: orality, literacy, and religion, Leiden, 2011, pp. 255-278, association of the Homeric 
Centos and the Homeromanteion interesting though not thoroughly convincing and more needs 
to be done -- i.e. side by side examination of each of the shared verses — before reaching 
concrete conclusions. It shows nonetheless the reader's knowledge and appreciation of Homer. 

32 Cf. e.g. A. JAMES, Quintus of Smyrna: the Trojan epic, Posthomerica. Baltimore and 
London, 2004, pp. XVII, XXII. 

33 F, VIAN, L'épopée grecque, de Quintus de Smyrne à Nonnos de Panopolis, in Bulletin de 
l'Association Guillaume Budé, 45 (1986), p. 336: “... confirment le caractére scolaire de son 
épopée : recours constant à des topoi et à des scénes de genre (schéma épique de la bataille 
sans cesse réutilisé, écphraseis, etc.), goüt pour les discours de type conventionnel (défi avant 
un combat singulier, sarcasmes adressés au vaincu, etc.) ou pour des agónes de type rhétorique 
ou juridique, fréquence des sentences et propension marquée pour la prédication morale." 


FROM CITATION TO CENTO 341 


is used in Homer and the / HC more than once.* It also appears frequently 
in Homeric dictionaries, becoming thereby a part of the shared Homeric 
koine.’ Being formulaic, the line was manipulated and already three centuries 
before Eudocia, by Dio of Prusa who includes it in a Homeric pastiche that 
describes the garrulous crowds in Alexandria.°° Thus, it would have been 
a formulaic element that could be used in any highlighted Homeric styled 
composition.” 

Other examples show that not only popular Homeric combinations found 
their way in the / HC. For example, the verse “yatav ἀπειρεσίην ὀρέων T’ 
αἰπεινὰ κάρηνα” (‘the vast sea and lofty tops of the mountains’) the appears 
in the Jiad once,” whereas “γαῖα” in archaic epic is often clustered together 
with the adjective “ἀπείρων” at the end of the verse, which is far more pop- 
ular in Homer and the Homeric Centos.? Porphyry, a late antique reader, 
gives a list of the adjectives used to describe the vastness of the earth, which 
illustrates the existence of mnemonic notes used for synonyms and their 
derivatives." Quintus is also aware of the Homeric use but he employs the 
adjective “ἀπειρέσιος” more often than its synonyms “ἀπείριτος” or “ἀπεί- 
pov", probably because of its rarity and for stylistic reasons.*! It appears 
then that, in this case in the / HC, the selection of this particular line and 
its use twice to link, inter-fomulaically, two key episodes, the healing of 
the blind and the Crucifixion, conforms to the late antique predilection for 
recherché alternatives used for variation in formulaic style.? Another case 
is a line used once in Homer for describing the gleaming copper weapons 
— “αἴγλη δ᾽ οὐρανὸν ike, γέλασσε δὲ πᾶσα περὶ 406v”# (‘the gleam 
reached up the sky and the surrounding land was delighted’) — is reclaimed 
in an entirely new, and this time epiphanic, context: at / HC 290 it is used 
for the Star of Bethlehem and at / HC 460 for the Epiphany at the river 


34 E.g. Il. 2.271, 4.81, 22.372, Od. 8.328, passim. And I HC 729, 990, 1294, 2005, 2244; 
II HC 651, 701, etc. The translations of the texts are mine, unless otherwise stated. 

35 Aristonicus Gramm. De sign. Il. 3.297; Apollonius Soph. Lex. Hom. 170, s.v. ὧδε. 

36 Or. 32, 84; see TRONCHET, Dion précurser du centon? [see n. 2] esp. pp. 389ff. 

37 But it is not used by Quintus who innovates with the rest Posth. 1.750, καί ῥά τις ὧδ᾽ 
εἴπεσκεν ἀρηιθόων Apysiov. 

38 []. 20.58. Whereas the second hemistich, αἰπεινὰ κάρηνα, is more popular with a long 
afterlife where mountains are concerned: cf. //. 2.869, 20.58, Od. 6.123, hApoll 41, Opp. 
Cyn. 2.13, Orph. Argon. 380. 

3 Cf. ἀπείρονα γαῖαν as in I. 7.446, 24.324, Od.1.98, 5.46, Hes. Theog. 160, 487, passim. 
And also in the / HC 105, 470, 1322, 1358; JI HC 31, 420, 113, 1362. 

40 Porph. Quaest. ad Il. 14.200 citing Il. 1.97 (ἀπέιρονα), 20.58 (ἀπειρεσίην). 

^! The TLG search shows the following results: ἀπειρέσιος, x 66; ἀπείριτος, x 22; 
ἀπείρων, x 10. Cf. also Orac. Sibyl. (GCS 8, GEFFCKEN) ἀπειρέσιος, 9 vs. 6 ἀπείρων. See, 
S. BAR, Quintus Smyrnaeus, Posthomerica, 1, Göttingen, 2008, pp. 54-69. 

2 E.g. I HC 1.919, 1989, II HC 2.728, 1717. 

4 11. 19.362. 
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Jordan. The // HC recycles the verse in similar context,** but even adds 
the line to the scene of the Ascension, ? where Jesus appears seated next 
to his Father in glimmering glory, showing thus the three epiphanic scenes 
— birth, epiphany, ascension — as correlated through what Bakker calls 


“interformulaity”.* 


Typical (un-Homeric) character introduction 


To begin with, characters in the / AC tend to be introduced with stereo- 
typical clusters or verses. The disciples, for example, are designated as 
ἄριστοι, κλητοί, or μνηστῆρες.“ All attributes are heavily Christianized 
so as to fit the description of the disciples as outstanding guests and grooms 
who shall join the Heavenly Kingdom.* At / HC 465-6 the line used for the 
twelve apostles is the following: “oí γάρ oi εἴσαντο διακριδὸν εἶναι ἄρι- 
στοι | τῶν ἄλλων μετά «γ᾽» αὐτόν: 6 δ᾽ ἔπρεπε καὶ διὰ πάντων”. (“every 
and each were the most excellent among those with him; but he excelled above 
all). The line describes how Jesus selects his disciples from among the 
crowd of the excellent, while being himself the best amongst them. The same 
lines are used again for the disciples during the scene of the Last Supper.?? 
This time one more line is interpolated between the Iliadic distich,*! a line 
that was also used in the scene of the Commissioning of the Disciples above.” 
The adverb “διακριδόν” seems to have been problematic for later readers, 
as it is cited with an explanation in Hesychius’ 5" century dictionary, 
together with the line in which it appears, so as to embed it in the reader's 
mind.* Thus it appears that the centonist chose carefully the precise line that 
best suited the Christian topic and reused them formulaically.** Moreover the 
line “ὃ δ᾽ ἔπρεπε καὶ διὰ πάντων” appears in a funerary speech of Aelius 


^ II HC 142, 231. 

^ II HC 1003. 

^9 BAKKER, The meaning of meat [see n. 29]. 

47 T avoid here a discussion of the adjectives attributed to Jesus, as this requires a deeper 
understanding of the theological background (Monophysitism vs. Diophysitism), which exceeds 
the philological limits of this paper. 

48 Echoing Mt 22:14, πολλοὶ γάρ εἶσιν κλητοί, ὀλίγοι δὲ ἐκλεκτοί. For the disciples as 
guests of the bridegroom, see Mt 9:15. Cf. SCHEMBRA, La prima redazione [see n. 4], pp. 226- 
228. 

4 11. 12.103-104. 

50 I HC 1357 and 1359. 

51 7 HC 1358, οὗτοι γὰρ κλητοί γε βροτῶν En’ ἀπείρονα γαῖαν ~ Od. 17.386. 

2 [ HC 470. 

55 Hsch. s.v. διακριδὸν, citing ΙΙ. 12.103. 

54 Cf. II HC 420-1, 1113, 1361-3. Another characteristic line for the disciples is from Od. 5.67, 
εἰναλίους, οἷσίν τε θαλάσσια ἔργα μεμήλει ~ I HC 463, IT HC 166, HC“ 203, etc. 
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Aristeides,?? and is meant both there and in the J HC as an encomium. At the 
exegetical and intra-textual level in the / HC the repetition contrasts the two 
episodes, namely the peaceful atmosphere of the commissioning and the 
emotional context of the Last Supper and stresses the pivotal role of the 
Apostles in Jesus’ mission. 

Mary, whose prominence rose in the first half of the fifth century by her 
becoming the Theotokos, has a prestigious role in the / HC and is introduced 
accordingly.?6 The line “μήτηρ, % μιν ἔτικτε καὶ ἔτρεφε τυτθὸν ἐόντα” 
(‘the mother who gave birth and breast-fed him as a child’) appears only 
once in the Odyssey, in Odysseus’ summary of his travels to Penelope.’’ 
It originally designates Anticlea, Odysseus’ mother whom the hero meets in 
the Underworld. But in the / HC,* and also in the subsequent editions,” this 
is the formulaic line that introduces the Virgin as the Theotokos and a kind 
of Leitmotiv. The phrase was appropriate to express the role of Mary as 
the Mother of God in the plan of Salvation as a mortal woman - the eidolon 
of the dead Anticlea in the Underworld emphasises precisely this aspect of 
Mary! — who bore and breast-fed the Christ. This motherly characteri- 
zation is not to be found in the Gospels, but might depend on apocryphal 
representations of Mary which stressed even further the maternal bonding 
with her child, especially from the 5th century onwards.° Another interesting 
feature of Marian characterization is her description as the virgin par excel- 
lence. Yet the clusters selected to do so are carefully selected: at / HC 278 


she is described as “παρθένος ἁγνή”! and once as “παρθένος ἀδμής” at 


55 71. 12.104 in Or. 77 ( Jebb), see KINDSTRAND, Homer in der zweiten Sophistik [see n. 18] 
p. 80, and probably grouped under the label *schmückende Zitate". 

56 From the vast literature, see selectively, J. MCCUCKIN, The early Cult of Mary and 
inter-religious contexts in the 5th century Church, in C. MAUNDER (ed), The origins of the cult 
of the Virgin Mary, London, 2008, pp. 1-22; N. Constas, Proclus of Constantinople and the 
cult of the Virgin in Late Antiquity, Leiden, 2003; M. VASSILAKI (ed), /mages of the Mother 
of God: perception of the Theotokos in Byzantium, London — New York, 2017. 

37 Od. 23.325. 

58 | HC 296, 304, 360, 2050, 2179. 

5 Cf. II HC 158, 234, 895, 1833, 1910; HC“ 122, 155, 200; HC” 154, 199, passim. 

60 Cf. the paraphrase of the title of Mary Theotokos in the construction “μήτηρ, f μιν ἔτικτε.” 

9! Mary was thought to be the Second Eve; through the Incarnation, Jesus also brought back 
to life from Hades, the First Eve. For an exhaustive analysis of the passage, see LEFTERATOU, 
Mary's lament in the Homeric Centos [see n. 19]. 

62 The image was not just important to highlight the Incarnation, but milk had a pivotal 
Eucharistic role in late antique imagery. See e.g. G. P. CORRINGTON, The milk of salvation: 
redeption by the mother in Late Antiquity and Early Christianity, in Harvard Theological 
Review, 82 (1989), pp. 393-420 . 

63 SCHEMBRA, La prima redazione [see n. 4], p. 560. 

64 The line combines two hemistiches, one from Calypso from Od. 5.294 and one from 
Nausicaa 6.109, αὐτίκ᾽ ἄρ᾽ εἰς εὐρὺ σπέος ἤλυθε, παρθένος ἁγνὴ, (‘forthwith so in the spa- 
cious cave came the pure virgin") showing that Mary is both a woman and a virgin. 
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I HC 457, alluding to Nausicaa's virginity.°° Obviously the cluster “παρθέ- 
νος ἁγνή” appears in Biblical and Christian texts throughout, but the 
epic formula “παρθένος ἀδμής” 97 that is used in the J HC and the subse- 
quent cento editions for Mary,% seems to have been already Christianized 
and used for Mary by Gregory of Nazianzus. The other epic formula 
that could have been used instead, παρθένος αἰδοίη,0 is reserved in the 
I HC only for mortal virgins, such as the daughter of Jairus, although the 
poetess, if indeed this is Eudocia, often uses it to describe Justa, the virgin 
heroine in the Conversion of St. Cyprian.’! The centonist therefore not 
only uses a formulaic cluster suitable to his/her own Christian re-seman- 
ticization, but also one already used and re-semanticized in a Christian 
context. 

Like Mary, Judas too is introduced with a Leitmotiv: “ὃς κακὰ πόλλ᾽ 
ἔρδεσκεν, ὅσ᾽ οὐ σύμπαντες où ἄλλοι” (‘the one who did many evils, more 
than all the other together”). 72 The line, originally used for Hector by Achilles, 
became proverbial to denote the one that deserves divine punishment," as 
is patterned and/or inspired by the second instance in which the second 
hemistich appears, namely the punishment of Oeneus by Artemis in the 
Iliad.” The verse not only associates Judas with being a culpable man but 
is also used twice to introduce Satan,” thus making Judas Satan’s pawn.’° 
The formula is thus used to underline a deeper involvement of Satan in the 
arrest and crucifixion of Jesus, being one that is found in apocryphal sources 


85 Od. 6.228. 

66 Eg. Maccab. 4:18.7, Joseph&Aseneth 15.1-4, Greg. Nyss. In canticum GNO 6.263. 

67 Od. 6.109, 228, hCer 145, Hes. Fr. 59 (M-W). 

68 II HC 384, HC“ 199, HC? 198, passim. 

Greg. Naz. PG 37, 1565, 12, 6 μιν τέκε παρθένος ἀδμής. On Nonnus’ debt to Gregory 
see e.g. C. SIMELIDIS, Selected Poems of Gregory of Nazianzus: 1.2.17; II.1.10, 19.32., Göt- 
tingen, 2009, p. 60. 

7 Hom. 11. 2.514, used for Astyoche; and for famous virgin goddesses, e.g. hDian 2, hMin 3; 
see also Hes. Theog. 572, Op. 71. 

11 I HC 760 and for Fausta in Eudoc. Cypr. 1.110, 159. 

72 I HC 1430, 1620, 1662. The line is a compilation of the first and the last hemistich of 
11.22.380, ὃς κακὰ πόλλ᾽ ἔρρεξεν ὅσ᾽ οὐ σύμπαντες oi ἄλλοι, used by Achilles of Hector; 
and //. 9.540, ὃς κακὰ πόλλ᾽ ἔρδεσκεν ἔθων Oivnog ἁλωήν, a line that appears in glossaries, 
e.g. Apion, Gramm. de gloss. 74.217, s.v. ἀλωή. 

735 Cf. Ael. Frag. 325 (Hercher) replicated in Suda s.v. σοβαρός: ἀλλὰ ταῦτα τεκμήρια 
ἐναργῆ τῆς Ταρταρώδους καὶ Τανταλείου αὐτοῦ τιμωρίας. ὃς κακὰ πόλλ᾽ ἔρδεσκεν, ὃς 
κακὰ πόλλ᾽ ἀποτίσεται (‘But this is the clear evidence of his Tartarus- and Tantalus-like 
retribution: the one who did many evil things, he will be punished with many evils, accord- 
ingly’). 

™ In the second hemistich, //. 9.538-540, Artemis engineers the death of Oeneus by Meleager. 

75 I HC 36, II HC 183. 

76 [ndeed, upon meeting with Judas in Gethsemane, Jesus first addresses the demon inside 
Judas, and then the fallen disciple, / HC 1684, 1712, 1714. 
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but not in the canonical ones, where Judas appears to act out of greed and 
takes all the blame.” 

Another typical line is the one introducing messengers in Homer, and 
prophets or angels in the Christian poem: “κῆρυξ πεισήνωρ, πεπνυμένα 
μήδεα εἰδώς” (‘a persuasive messenger of men, who knew wise councels’). 
The line is recycled for Gabriel in the scene of the Annunciation”? and for 
John the Baptist." In Homer, while the second hemistich is typically used 
to denote messengers, a proper name follows the word *«tjpu&";9? yet in 
the /HC, probably under the influence of Christian exegetical writers that had 
already presented John as κΏρυξ, the phrase becomes typical of the well- 
meant and divinely inspired prophet/messenger.*! The repetition of this line 
at the intratextual level, however, turns John into not just any divine prophet 
but a god-sent one, of the league of the Archangel Gabriel. John is then not 
just a prophet but mainly a preacher of the evangelism, literally of the happy 
news of Jesus” arrival. 


(Not so) Typical scenes 


The / AC are well aware of what a typical scene is and use the Homeric 
material accordingly, while adapting them to the late antique aesthetics of 
poikilia. There are several type-scenes in the Homeric centos fitting to their 
subject matter: for instance, the messenger scene, the congregation scene, 
the suppliant scene, and the banquet/feasting scene.*? Here, I will concen- 
trate on the supplication scene, as this is the most recurrent scene-type, 
given that the ministry of Jesus includes ten healing miracles. [ have divided 
these scenes into four thematic kernels: the opening/arrival of Jesus at the 
place of the healing; the address of the suppliant; the reply of Jesus and the 
healing; and the closural element of these episodes.% For the needs, how- 
ever of a single article, I will concentrate below on the introduction the- 
matic kernel, which is the most indicative. There supplication scenes are 
introduced in the following three-fold way: one that stresses the time of the 


77 SCHEMBRA, La prima redazione [see n. 4], pp. 449, 450. 

78 | HC 228 and 264, only the first hemistich, κῆρυξ πεισήνωρ. 

1% I HC 368, 373. 

80 See e.g. Il. 6.278, κῆρυξ Ἰδαῖος πεπνυμένα μήδεα εἰδώς; Od. 2.38, κῆρυξ Πεισήνωρ, 
πεπνυμένα μήδεα εἰδώς. 

8! In the J HC, the proper nomen loquens Πεισήνωρ, ‘the one that convinces the crowds’, 
becomes an adjective. SCHEMBRA, La prima redazione [see n. 4], p. 142 also cites Clem. Alex. 
Strom. 6.18 and the Const. Apost. 5.7.17. 

82 See USHER, Homeric stitchings [see n. 1], pp. 101-111 for an analysis of the banquet scene. 

83 For similar “structural” approaches to Homer, see e.g. J. PERADOTTO, Man in the middle 
voice, Princeton, 1990 and TSAGALIS, Epic grief [see n. 29]. 
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action by mentioning either the coming of (a) dawn or the meridian circum- 
stance (midday), probably the most celebrated Homeric formula; (b) one 
that is based on the arrival of an Odysseus-like beggar, which is not formulaic 
in Homer; and (c) one that simply introduces the beggar or character, with- 
out any repetitive verse, offering his background. These can be seen in the 


table below: 


Miracle Text from / HC ' 
Type 
1. The paralytic in | Ἧμος δ᾽ ἠριγένεια φάνη ῥοδοδάκτυλος ἠώς, 635] Light/Dawn 
Capernaum βῆ ῥ᾽ ἴμεν ἐκ θαλάμοιο θεῷ ἐναλίγκιος ἄντην. 
ἦλθε δ᾽ ἐπὶ πτωχὸς πανδήμιος, ὃς κατὰ ἄστυ 
*When the rosy-fingered early born Dawn appeared, he 
[Jesus] came out of the room looking god-like in his 
guise, and a public beggar came [to him], from the city’ 
2. The paralytic in | Ἠέλιος μὲν ἔπειτα νέον προσέβαλλεν ἀρούρας 702| Light/Dawn 
the Stoa “When the Sun afterwards dashed against the lands anew” 
3. The resurrection | Αὐτὰρ ἐπεί κε φανῇ καλὴ ῥοδοδάκτυλος ἠώς 735| Light/Dawn 
of Jairus’ ‘So when appeared the beautiful rosy-fingered Dawn’ 
daughter 
4. The Man with Oyè δὲ δή μιν ἑταῖρος ἀνὴρ ἴδεν ὀφθαλμοῖσιν 824 Other 
withered’ hand | χωλεύων, ὑπὸ δὲ κνῆμαι ῥώοντο ἀραιαί 
*Late in the day a companion saw him with his eyes, 
limping along, supported by his trailing limps below’ 
5. The blind Ἄλλος δ᾽ αὖτις πτωχὸς ἀνὴρ ἀλαλήμενος ἐλθὼν 859 Odysseus 
(Baritimaeus) ἑστήκει, μέγα πένθος ἐνὶ στήθεσσιν ἀέξων. 
“Yet another again poor wandering beggar came and stood 
[in front of him], bearing a great sorrow in his chest? 
6. The demoniac of | Ἄλλ᾽ ἄλλος τις πτωχὸς ἀνὴρ ἀλαλήμενος ἐλθὼν Odysseus 
Gerasene δεσμῷ ἐν ἀργαλέῳ δέδετο, κρατέρ᾽ ἄλγεα πάσχων 
“Yet another again poor wandering beggar came, who, 
bound in an awful bond, suffering great woes’ 
7. The Haemor- Ἔσκε δὲ πατρὸς goto γυνὴ φοίνισσ᾽ ἐνὶ οἴκῳ. — 1000 Other 
rhousa καλή τε µεγάλη τε καὶ ἀγλαὰ Epy’ εἰδυῖα 
"There was a haemorrhaging woman in her father's cham- 
bers, beautiful and tall, and skilled in beautiful handworks” 
8. The Samaritan | Ἧμος δ᾽ ἠέλιος μέσον οὐρανὸν ἀμφιβεβήκει, 1053 | Light/ Meridian 
Woman καὶ τότε 'OT|', ιστείχοντες 600v κάτα παιπαλόεσσαν 
ἄστεος ἐγγὺς ἔσαν κ αἱ ἐπὶ κρήνην ἀφίκοντο 
“As the sun walked up in the middle of the skydome, 
then now they walked on a rocky path and came close 
to a city and arrived at a spring? 
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9. 


The resurrec- | εὖτε δὲ ἠέλιος φαέθων ὑπερέσχεθε γαίης, 1037 Dawn 


tion of Lazarus | whenever the shining sun raised above the ground’ 


10. 


The Sinful γυνὴ 'δ᾽ ἀντίον' ἦλθε, παρὰ σταθμὸν µεγάροιο, 1310 Other 
Woman ἄντα παρειάων σχομένη λιπαρὰ κρήδεμνα, 
*A woman came to him at the threshold of the palace, 
having around her cheeks a shiny headscurf” 


Under the case of time-related formulae (a), are introduced the following 
miracles: Jesus arrives in Capernaum when a beggar approaches him — the 
time is dawn (ῥοδοδάκτυλος ἠώς).5΄ It is also early morning (ἠέλιος ... 
νέον προσέβαλλεν ápodpac) when the healing of the paralytic at the 
Portico of Solomon takes place; the cripple, being too weak to come and 
speak to Jesus in person, has Jesus come instead to him.®° The resurrection 
of Jairus’ daughter also takes place at dawn (ῥοδοδάκτυλος ἠώς); 57 just as 
does Lazarus’ resurrection (ἠέλιος φαέθων ὑπερέσχεθε yaing).®® In this 
last case, dawn is explicitly contrasted to the darkness that surrounds the 
dead Lazarus.? The meridian circumstance is illustrated in Jesus’ meeting 
with the Samaritan woman (ἦμος δ᾽ ἠέλιος μέσον οὐρανὸν ἀμφιβεβή- 
ke1), thus highlighting the illuminative symbolism of these passages. Five 
narratives out of ten, or 50%, begin with a mention of time and the sunlight. 
This is not just a Homeric reprise of possible openings for the subsequent 
action,?! a tendency also observed in imperial and later quotation practices,” 
but is also important for the symbolic interpretation of these miracles. Dawn 
and midday both figuratively allude to the arrival of the Messiah,?? which 
is why on the day of the Crucifixion the poet describes Dawn as the first 


84 I HC 635 and 637 ~ Od. 2.1 and Od. 18.1. 

85 I HC 702 ~ Od. 19.433. 

86 I HC 705-8. 

87 I IHC 735 ~ II. 9.707. 

88 I HC 1237~ II. 11.735. 

82 | HC 1240, αὖθις ἀνεστήσατο ὑπὸ ζόφου ἠερόεντος ~ 11. 21.56 

% 7 HC 1053 ~ Il. 8.68. M. CAPRARA, Nonno di Panopoli: Parafrasi del Vangelo di S. Gio- 
vanni. Canto IV, Pisa, 2005, pp. 6-8. 

21 A. P. RADIN, Sunrise, Sunset: hmos in Homeric Epic, in American Journal of Philology, 
109 (1988), pp. 293-330. 

2 Cf. Apoll. Soph. lexic. Hom. 85 s.v. ἠώς, gives a selection of Homeric lines related to 
Dawn; similarly Porph. Quest. ad Il. 8.1. Cf. also Heliod. Aerh. 3.4.1, and the neologism in 
Nonn. Dion. 16.46, Ἀστακὶς ἐβλάστησε ven ῥοδοδάκτυλος Ἠώς. Cf. Quint. Posth. avoids 
the perused Homeric formula in favour of variations, e.g. “rosy-ankled” Dawn at 1.138 or 
“rosy-vestured” at 3.608. Cf. JAMES, Quintus [see n. 32], p. 270. 

% Cf. I HC 499, ἔσσεται ἢ ἠὼς À δείλη ἢ μέσον ἦμαρ (‘and it will be either dawn, or 
dusk, or noon’). 
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mourning woman in a wonderful prosopopoea,™ a foretaste of what fol- 
lows.” If these instances are introduced with different and not the same lines, 
this should be attributed to a conscious effort for poikilia in the poem.”° 

A second typical opening of supplication scenes is the intertextual allu- 
sions to Odysseus' arrival to the palace as a beggar (b). While this is not the 
place to analyse the importance of the Odyssean analogue for the Gospel's 
cripples, blinds, and beggars, which I have surveyed elsewhere,” it needs 
to be stressed that the king of Ithaca and his return was a powerful Neoplatonic 
and Christian symbol. To summarise my earlier argument, in contrast with 
what happens in the Gospels, some of the suppliants in the / HC ask Jesus 
not only to heal them but also to beg for a safe return home. However, this 
nostos is not just symbolic but also bears the cultural mark of Hellenism: 
the Odyssean figures that populate the centos are not only symbolic analogues 
of the erring soul but also embodiments of the Greek and/or Hellenised 
Christians who are now securely on the correct path to salvation, and who 
need to be privileged since, unlike the Jews, they did not contribute to the 
murder of Jesus. It is within this context that the paralytic of Capernaum is 
introduced not only with the Dawn introduction but also as a common men- 
dicant (πτωχὸς πανδήµιος), ὁ and the blind Baritimaeus is introduced as yet 
another lamenting beggar (πτωχὸς ἀνὴρ ἀλαλήμενος), and the demoniac 
of Gerasene as a vagabond (πτωχὸς ἀνὴρ ἀλαλήμενος). These cases show 
that repetition and formulaity even within the cento-technique are directed 
by late antique aesthetics. 


Similes 


Although similes in the / HC ought to be examined in a separate study, 
we may be allowed some preliminary observations. One of the most typical 
similes in Homeric epics is the arrival of spring. The combination of leaves 
and flowers used as a simile to denote the arrival of multitudes which is 


?* Yet another typical feature of later poetry. Cf. MIGUÉLEZ CAVERO, Poems in context [see 
n. 12], pp. 317-318. 

?5 Cf. I HC 1825-7, Ἠὼς μὲν κροκόπεπλος ἐκίδνατο πᾶσαν ἐπ᾽ αἴαν | οἴκτρ᾽ ὀλοφυρομένη, 
θαλερὸν κατὰ δάκρυ χέουσα (‘Eos in her saffron dress was spreading above the earth, lament- 
ing pitifully and shedding big tears"). 

2 On similar practice in Quintus see [see n. 21], pp. 513-516. 

?7 LEFTERATOU, Late antique epiphanies [see n. 15], pp. 277-278. 

% I HC 637 ~ Od. 18.1. It was also a very powerful image for the Stoic reception of 
Odysseus: see W. B. STANFORD, The Ulysses theme: a study in the adaptability of a traditional 
hero, Ann Arbor, 1968, and S. MONTIGLIO, Wandering in Ancient Greek culture, 2005. See e.g. 
Dio Chrys. Or. 66.20 and A. GANGLOFF, Dion Chrysostome et les mythes: hellénisme, commu- 
nication et philosophie politique, Grenoble, 2006, pp. 89-94. 

?9 THC 859 and 931 ~ Od. 21.327; Cf. also merge of Od. 18.1 and 21.327 in II HC 706, 
ἦλθε δ᾽ ἐπὶ πτωχὸν πανδήμιον ἀλαλήμενον. 
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similar in both Homeric epics: “ὅσα τε φύλλα καὶ ἄνθεα γίγνεται ὥρῃ” 
(‘as many leaves and flowers blossom in springtime’). 0 Yet this is not just 
a formulaic Homeric line but also one that appealed to the authors of the 
progymnasmata and accordingly the imperial writers from Lucian to Syne- 
sius onwards.!?! In other words, it was a stereotypical simile that, albeit not 
so frequent in Homer, it gradually adorned any learned discussion of crowds 
and multitudes. What is striking is that the / HC reuse the line throughout 
on multiple occasions, as opposed to its limited use in the Homeric epics.!”? 

Another popular type of simile is the one that associates characters with 
animals is the comparison of Aeneas to the goat-ram that leads the sheep to 
the right pasture: ὡς εἴ te μετὰ κτίλον ἕσπετο μῆλα (“just as the sheep follow 
along the stag”).!% In the J HC 525 it is used to describe the crowds following 
Jesus during his teaching and it is a fitting simile, not only because Jesus like 
Aeneas is a demigod, but also because it echoes the sacrifice of a ram instead 
of Isaac (Gen 22:13) that foreshadows the sacrifice of the Lamb of God at the 
Crucifixion.'% Indeed, the J HC 1871-1876 pick up on this elaborate simile of 
Jesus also at the description of the Crucifixion, this time carefully exchanging 
the imagery of the ram for the lamb among the wolves thus: 


δρηστῆρες δ᾽ ἑτέρωθεν ὁμόκλεον Ev 1872~ Od. 22.211, Athena/Mentor and 
μεγάροισιν, Odysseus 

ἴθυσαν δὲ λύκοισιν '&otkótgc', ιὠμοφάγοισιν. 1873= II. 17.725 45.782, Trojans/ 

ἀρνειῷ μιν ἔγωγε ἐΐσκω πηγεσιμάλλῳ, dogs, Argives/lions 

ὅς τ᾽ οἷῶν μέγα πῶῦ διέρχεται ἀργεννάων: 1874-- Il. 3.197, Odysseus among his 

ἀρνειὸς γὰρ ἔην, μήλων ὄχ᾽ ἄριστος ἁπάντων troops 


1875~ 11.3.198, ibid. 
1976— Od.9.432, the lamb with which 
Odysseus escapes the Cyclops” cave 


100 Tt comes in two versions, //. 2.468, μυρίοι, ὅσσά τε φύλλα καὶ ἄνθεα γίγνεται ὥρῃ: 
and Od. 9.51, ἦλθον ἔπειθ᾽, ὅσα φύλλα καὶ ἄνθεα γίνεται ὥρῃ. For the formulaic nature 
of the core of similes and Homer's innovative take on them see e.g. W. C. ScoTT, The 
artistry of the Homeric simile, Hanover, NH, 2009, pp. 80-81 and his earlier book, The oral 
nature of the Homeric simile, Leiden, 1974. For the Byzantine afterlife of the Homeric simile 
see M. LOUKAKI, Ekphrasis Earos. Le topos de la venue du printemps chez les auteurs byzantins, 
in Parekbolai, 3 (2013), pp. 77-106. 

101 Luc. Pisc. 42, Max. Tyr. Diss. 7.6. Porph. ad Il. 2.467-8 also quotes this line together 
with similes used to describe multitudes, e.g. //. 2.800, φύλλοισιν ἐοικότες ἢ ψαμάθοισιν. 
See also Synesius Ep. 130, 21. 

102 Cf. I HC 527, 748, 1275, 1624; and in the subsequent editions, e.g. II HC 541, 1095, 
1174, passim. 

103 7], 13.492. 

104 Jh 1:29: Ἴδε 6 ἀμνὸς tod θεοῦ ô αἴρων τὴν ἁμαρτίαν τοῦ κόσμου. For Jesus as the 
sacrificial lamb (πρόβατον, ἱερεῖον) and leader of the pack (κτίλος) see also Theod. de Prov. 
PG 38, 765. Or the bishops as in Greg. Naz. de vita sua, 893, 1910 (Tuilier-Bady), κτίλοι 
ἐκκλησίας. SCHEMBRA, La prima redazione [see n. 4], pp. 503-504 with further observations 
on the relationship of the passage with the Acta Pilati B but not the Church Fathers. 
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"The evil-doers were shouting at him from every side in the palace and they 
attacked looking like carnivorous wolves. For I take him to be similar to a 
thick-fleeced ram who parades along the big pack of silver-fleeced sheep; he 
was a ram, and from all the sheep the finest’. 


The lines used for the wolves-ram comparison do not belong to a single 
passage in the Homeric epic, but from an three-line Iliadic description of 
Odysseus and from other ram-related sacrifice related lines.'% Although 
Iliad 16.351-352 provides a two-line simile of wolves attacking sheep, a line 
quoted often with Jiad 3.197.106 the cento poet reinvents the basic idea of 
the simile in an extensive description stretching over five lines that is 
directed by an Odyssean and not the original Iliadic/battle theme. The specific 
choice enhances the subsequent characterization of Jesus qua Odysseus, the 
man of woes attached on the mast, but also the mention of the majestic ram 
under which Odysseus escapes the Cyclops' cave highlights the soteriological 
exegesis of the passage.!” This kind of metaphor not only helps the visual- 
ization of the scene, but its packed with extra metaphorical meaning as it 
has particular Christian ramifications. Thus, it is not far from what van 
Opstall calls ‘baroque metaphors’, which are typical of Nonnus’ late antique 
style,'% although in the / HC their composition is restricted because of the 
cento composition. Hence, the poet contrives an entirely new simile to 
describe Jesus as both the leader of the pack of the Church and the sacri- 
ficial victim but also as its leader, a metaphorical image repeatedly used by 
the Church Fathers, and also not reused in the subsequent editions of Homeric 
Centos, who do not use the Odysseus-related lines.'?? It appears then that this 
is probably a custom-made simile for the particular poem that enhances its 
exegetical approach. 


Gnomai 


Another important and recognizable category of Homeric centos are those 
with a gnomic content which were formulaic in their origin and particularly 


105 7 HC 1873-1876 ~ Il. 17.725 (simile of hunting dogs) +11. 5.782 (simile of carnivorous 
lions), 11. 3.197 (Odysseus), ΙΙ. 3.198 (Odysseus), Od. 9.432 (sacrificial scene). 

106 71. 16.351-352. For quotation of this line thematically with //.3.197 see Ammonius 
Gramm. 77 s.v. ἄρνες. Cf. also Hes. s.v. ἀρνειός, explains that it is the three-year old male 
lamb citing Od. 9.432, in a list of lamb-related words for each of which he gives an epic 
parallel. 

107 H, RAHNER, Greek myths and Christian mystery, New York, 1963, pp. 381-383, USHER, 
Homeric stitchings [see n. 1], pp. 70-71. 

108 E, M, VAN OPSTALL, The golden flower of youth: baroque metaphors in Nonnus and Marino, 
in Classical Receptions 6 (2014), pp. 446-470. 

109 Cf. II HC 359, 1661; HC? 189, HC” 188; HC“ 191. 
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preferred by Quintus as discussed above.!!? A characteristic instance of this 
type is the line that describes the power of the divine and the incapacity of 


“A 


mortals to ‘grasp’ it: “ἀργαλέος γάρ «v» ἐστὶ θεὸς βροτῷ ἀνδρὶ δαμῆ- 
ναι” (‘for it is difficult to grasp the divine/god for a mortal man").!!! In the 
Odyssey Menelaus ponders how he can - literally — ‘tame’ (δαμῆναι, in the 
sense of comprehend) the divine seer Proteus who holds the key to his future 
and his nostos, but the passage had a long afterlife in Platonic works, 
where Socrates often links his interlocutors to Proteus and habitually com- 
pares the inquisition of the truth with the capture of the polymorphous Man 
of the Sea.!!? Besides, and through Platonic influence, holy men in imperial 
literature were often associated with Proteus,''3 so that by the time of the 
composition of the / HC a the(i)os aner could be unproblematically likened 
with the seer. The / HC deploys the line twice, once to describe Herodes” 
failure to cease and kill the baby Jesus,!!* and once in the tirade of Pontius 
Pilate,!!5 who seems willing to accept and confess that Jesus might indeed be 
a god in disguise.!!^ Pilate’s reaction mirrors and contrasts Herodes” ruthless- 
ness, as he seems to be testifying in favor of Jesus the god. Moreover, this 
line compares Pilate with a series of Platonic interlocutors, who, like the 
governor, were also in search of truth, and give a positive portrait of him.!'” 
In both cases the line becomes equivalent to describing the human inade- 
quacy to comprehend a divine epiphany, and seems to conform to the 


110 For the formulaic origin of gnomai in Homeric epic see A. LARDINOIS, Modern Paroemi- 


ology and the Use of gnomai in Homer's Iliad, in Classical Philology, 92 (1997), pp. 213- 
234. 

11 7 HC 328, 1844 ~ Od. 4.397. Cf. Arsenius, Paroem. 3.90d. 

12 For Socrates wrestling with god/Proteus, see Pl. Euthyphr. 1543, οὐκ ἀφετέος si 
ὥσπερ ὁ Πρωτεύς; Euthyd. 288b7, Ion 541e7, Resp. 381b. S. FINEBERG, Plato's Euthyphro 
and the myth of Proteus, in Transactions of the American Philological Association, 112 (1982), 
pp. 65-70; T. FUHRER, Der alte Mann aus dem Meer: zur Karriere des Verwandlungskünstlers 
Proteus in der Philosophie, in T. FUHRER — P. MICHEL -- P. STOLTZ (eds), Geschichten und ihre 
Geschichte, Basel, 2004, pp. 11-36 . For literary uses of Proteus, see M. BAUMBACH, Proteus 
and Protean epic: from Homer to Nonnos, in I. GILDENHARD — A. Zissos (eds), Transforma- 
tive change in Western thought: a history of metamorphosis from Homer to Hollywood, Lon- 
don, 2013, pp. 153-162. 

113 E.g. Peregrinus in Luc. De morte Peregr.; the Egyptian seer Calasiris in Heliod. Aeth. 
2.24.4, and Apollonius in Philostr. V A., see G. MILES, /ncarnating Proteus in Philostratus’ 
Life of Apollonius of Tyana, in Ancient Narrative, 13 (2016), pp. 139-157. 

"4 7 HC 328. 

115 I HC 1844. 

116 Cf. further / HC, 1850-1, ἀλλ᾽ ἀναχαζώμεσθα, θεοῦ δ᾽ ἀλεώμεθα μῆνιν: | οὐ γάρ πως 
πάντεσσι θεὸς φαίνοιτο ἐναργή. 

117 In the eastern tradition Pilate tends to be exculpated and redeemed. The story of his 
washing his hands is seen as a first indication of his conversion. For an overview of the traditions 
about Pilate, see J.-D. Dubois, Introduction aux textes relatifs à Pilate, in P. GEOLTRAIN — 
J.-D. KAESTLI (eds), Écrits apocryphes chrétiens, II, Paris, 2005, pp. 243-248. See also SCHEMBRA, 
La prima redazione [see n. 4], pp. 513-520. 
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Platonic use of the passage as one that illustrates the limitations of mortal 
knowledge.!!* 

Another famous gnomic phrase is the one placed in the mouth of the 
Samaritan woman who asks Jesus about his origins: surely, she says, any 
man has a father and a mother, since “οὐ γὰρ ἀπὸ δρυός ἐσσι παλαιφάτου 
οὐδ᾽ ἀπὸ πέτρης” (‘for you were not born by an oak, as the old legend goes, 
nor by a stone").!? The line was renowned not only in its Homeric form - it 
comes from the well-known dialogue of the disguised beggar Odysseus with 
Penelope — but also in its adaptation by Plato.'?? It was in other words a line 
with proverbial and metaphorical content, and was reused as such by impe- 
rial writers such as Plutarch.!?! However, due to its Platonic reuse, this line 
had an extra cultural appeal to Christian writers. So, for example, Clemens 
of Alexandria uses the lines to describe the implausibility of pagan beliefs 
concerning the origins of humankind from oak trees and stones,? inaugu- 
rating a tradition that continues throughout Late Antiquity.!2 When, then, 
the Samaritan woman asks Jesus about his origins, the poem describes her 
immediately as a pagan, exactly as in Pilate's case above. This reveals her 
complete ignorance but also makes more striking her eventual conversion 
and subsequent confession that Jesus is indeed the Messiah. '?^ 


118 On the use of Plato by Christians I cite here selectively RAHNER, Greek myths [see n. 107]; 


J. PÉPIN, Mythe et allégorie. Les origines grecques et les contestations judéo-chrétiennes, Paris, 
1976 (= 1958); IDEM, The Platonic and Christian Ulysses [see n. 107], pp. 3-18. 

19 7 HC 1107 ~ Od.19.163. This is also cited in ΙΙ. 22.126. Hes. Theog. 35 rejects a 
beginning starting with the origins from ‘oak trees and stones’ and begins with the Hymn to 
the Muses. 

120 P], Resp. 8.544d, ἢ οἴει ἐκ δρυός ποθεν ἢ ἐκ πέτρας τὰς πολιτείας γίγνεσθαι (‘or how 
do you think civil polities are born, from oak trees or from stones? ). Excerpted in Stob. 4.1.1 17. 
Cf. also Schol. in Plat. 5440, which quotes both the Platonic and the Homeric passages. See 
also Plat. Apol. 275b, Phdr. 275b. 

121 Tn Plu. Consol. ad ux. 608c, Plutarch asks his wife not to overact to her grief paraphras- 
ing the citation: “καίτοι οὐδ᾽ αὐτός 'ἀπὸ δρυὸς οὐδ᾽ ἀπὸ πέτρης ἐγενόμην” (I am not 
myself made of an oak nor of stone"). Other imperial writers cite the same lines too: cf. Dio 
Chrys. Or. 3.9, Max. Tyr. Diss. 21.6, and Stob. 4.1.117. 

122 Clem. Alex. Protr. 2.38.1, Ἤδη δὲ koi αὐτοὶ φαίνονται οἱ δεισιδαίµονες ἄκοντες μέν, 
ὅμως δ᾽ οὖν συνιέντες τὴν πλάνην τὴν περὶ τοὺς θεούς: οὐ γὰρ ἀπὸ δρυός εἶσι παλαιφάτου 
οὐδ᾽ ἀπὸ πέτρης, ἀλλ᾽ «ἀνδρῶν γένος εἰσί», μικρὸν δὲ ὕστερον καὶ δρύες ὄντες εὑρεθή- 
σονται καὶ πέτραι (“The superstitious ones are already evident, against their will on the one 
hand, yet rather aware of the delusions concerning the gods: for, according the old saying, 
they were not born of oak-trees or stones”); cf. ibid. Strom. 2.4.15.1, with allusions to Plato. 

123 E.g. Euseb. Praep. Evang. 14.4.10, Aster. Hom. 5.7.5, and esp. Concilia Oec. 1.1.7, p. 17: 
οὐ γάρ που ταῖς Ἑλλήνων τερθρείαις προσεσχηκότες ἐκ δρυὸς ἢ πέτρας τὰ ἀνθρώπων 
τίκτεσθαι σώματα καὶ ἡμεῖς αὐτοὶ ῥαψφδήσομεν, νόμους δὲ τοὺς καθ᾽ ἡμᾶς À φύσις ópít- 
σατο, μᾶλλον δὲ τῆς φύσεως ὃ δημιουργός ( For we will not sing devoting ourselves to the 
old pedantries of the Greeks, namely that the human bodies are born from oak-trees or stones, 
but the laws that nature imposed on us, and even better the creator of nature, God"). 

124 Cf. I HC 1145 ~ Jn 4:28, μήτι οὗτός ἐστιν 6 χριστός. 
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Ekphrasis 


Another characteristic of later epic is its predilection for jeweled 
ekprhaseis.? Indeed, while ekphraseis appear already in Homer, ekphras- 
tic passages become the aesthetic beacon of Hellenistic and later poetry. 
It is important for the programmatic aesthetic plan of the / HC that it 
opens the Book of Genesis by citing the famous lines from the Homeric 
Shield of Achilles." In doing so, the poem places itself within a long 
tradition of didactic poetry stretching from Homer to Aratus and to the 
famous cosmic ekphraseis of the school of Gaza and/or the ekphrastic 
hexaemeral tradition in prose, as it is so wonderfully crystallized in Basil's 
Homilies to the Hexaemeron.'” The Wedding at Cana includes the ekph- 
rasis of a wedding song and is conspicuously crafted as a ring-composition 
by centos belonging to the wedding imagery of the Shield, 5 mixed with 
the wedding imagery from Odyssey 4.15 Unsurprisingly, the Progymnas- 
mata also list the lines used of the / HC as the Ur-model of any wedding 
composition, '?? suggesting that they too were part of the Homeric koine. 
Below, I offer two examples, the first of which comes from the short 
description of the river Jordan and a longer second one of which is an 
ekphrasis of a boat. 

The lines evoked in the description of the Jordan are also found in lists 
in the Scholia and in rhetorical treatises, and their grouping suggests that 
such lists might have been used as mnemonic aids for improving one's 
understanding of the Homeric text.!?! 


125 Cf. e.g. ROBERTS, The jeweled style [see n. 7], pp. 38-44. 

126 T HC, èv μὲν γαῖαν ἔτευξ᾽, &v δ᾽ οὐρανόν, ἐν δὲ θάλασσαν ~ Il. 18.483. For the 
afterlife of this passage, see P. HARDIE, "/mago mundi: cosmological and ideological aspects 
of the Shield of Achilles" , in JHS, 105 (1985), pp. 11-31. 

127 For a detailed analysis, see A. LEFTERATOU, Deux chemins d'apprentissage: le didac- 
tisme dans les Centons homériques, in M. CUTINO (ed), Poésie, bible et théologie de l'Anti- 
quité tardive au Moyen Äge (IVème-XVème s.), Berlin (forthcoming). For later Latin poems, 
see P. HARDIE, Reflections on Lucretius in Late Antiquity and early modern Biblical and 
scientific poetry: providence and the sublime, in J. LEZRA — L. BLAKE (eds), Lucretius and 
modernity: Epicurean encounters across time and disciplines, New York, 2016, pp. 187- 
202. 

128 I HC 545 ~ Il. 18.596. 

79 I HC 542 ~ Od. 4.3. 

130 For a detailed analysis, see LEFTERATOU, The Cana Wedding [see 15]. 

11 Collections of Homeric lines that are thematically related may be found in the gram- 
marians: e.g. Hdn. Prosod. 3.2, 46, s.v. “χείμαρροι : *... ὅσσους Ἑλλήσποντος ἀγάρροος” 
(4I. 2.845), “στήῃ En’ ὠκυρόῳ ποταμῷ” (11. 5.598), “ἐς ποταμὸν εἰλεῦντο βαθύρροον” (11. 21.8), 
“ἀψορρόου Ὠκεανοῖο: (11.18.399). σπανίως δὲ τὸ ἕτερον: “χειμάρρους κατ᾽ ὄρεσφιν ὅπα- 
Gev” (|. 11.493), “ποταμῷ πλήθοντι ἐοικὼς χειμάρρῳ” (11. 2.87). τὸ μέντοι γε ἁπλοῦν ἀεὶ 
ἐντελῶς ἀποφαίνεται ῥόος: “ὤθει δ᾽ ἐν σάκεῖ πίπτων póoc”” (II. 21.241). This collection 
is repeated in the Schol. ad Il. 4.452. 
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ἐς ποταμὸν δ᾽ εἰλεῦντο βαθύρροον 448 — Il. 21.8, Achilles steps into the 
ἀργυροδίνην, Scamander 

ἀλλ᾽ ὅτε δὴ πόρον ἴξεν ἐὐρρεῖος ποταμοῖο, 449 ~ Il. 14.433, Hector lies 

ὃς πολὺ κάλλιστος ποταμῶν ἐπὶ γαῖαν (not, unconscious next to Scamander 

καί μιν, ιἀπο πρὸ φέρων λοῦσεν ποταμοῖο 450 ~ Od. 11.239, Enipeus, Thessaly; 
ῥοῇσι, Poseidon seduces Tyro 


κρύπτων ἐν δίνῃσι βαθείῃσιν μεγόλῃσιν. 451 ~ Il. 21.679, Apollo rinses 
Sarpedon's dead body 
452 ~ Il. 21.239, Scamander hides the 
Trojans 


‘So he (John the Baptist) started to speak and behind him followed the God(like) 
Man. And they stepped down into the deep crossing of the silver-current river; 
but when he arrived to the ford of the broad river, which is the fairest river 
upon Barth John brought Him forth and baptized him inside the stream's eddies 
dunking Him entirely into the deep whirlpools of the river.’ 


The passage is balanced carefully (2:1:2) as a short ring-composition 
around the kathodos-anodos theme of Achilles’ battle in the Scamander. 
In particular, Achilles’ descent into the river and his bloodlust both touch 
on the topos of death, in lines 448-9, through Kontrastimitation, as Jesus, 
unlike Achilles, accepts death willingly for the sake of humanity. By the 
opposite token, the efforts of Xanthus to salvage some of Achilles' victims, 
as depicted in lines 451-2, resonate through Usurpation, with the Christian 
baptismal imagery of the centos.'?? In between those themes, line 450, with 
its reference to the beauty of Enipeus, stresses the holiness of Jordan and 
links it with Olympus.!?? It is tempting to ask whether the particular selection 
of centos was meant to subvert the more handy glossing of Jordan in cento 
poetry, such as the one mentioned by Eustathius, who says that some Chris- 
tian centonists used an unknown river in Heleia, called Iardanos, because of 
its alitteration with the River Jordan, Iordanes. ^ 

The second example is an ekphrasis of a boat below elaborates on a very 
brief evangelical passage and is also illustrative of late antique jewelled 
aesthetics. '?? 


132 For an analysis of the ritual echoed here, see LEFTERATOU, Jesus’ baptism in the Sca- 
mander [see n. 15]. 

133 Oi] resists water and floats on it and also allows for fire to be ignited on water. Chris- 
tians might have been anointed before and after the baptism. For these different practices, see 
E. FERGUSON, Baptism in the early Church: history, theology, and liturgy in the first five 
centuries, Cambridge — Grand Rapids, 2009, pp. 497, 603-606, 737. 

134 Bust. Il. 2.423, Φειὰ δὲ πόλις περὶ τὴν Ἦλιν, περὶ ἣν Ἰάρδανος ῥέει ποταμός, ὃ 
χρησιμεύσας eig Ἰορδάνην τοῖς τοὺς Ὁμηρικοὺς συρράψασι θειότερον κέντρωνας. 
(“Pheia is a town in Elis, around which runs the river Iardanos, which has been useful for the 
River Jordan in a more divine way to those stitching Homeric centos’). 

155 Mt 9:1, καὶ ἐμβὰς εἰς πλοῖον διεπέρασεν καὶ ἦλθεν εἰς τὴν ἰδίαν πόλιν. 
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Αὐτὰρ ἐπεί κε φανῇ καλὴ ῥοδοδάκτυλος ἠώς, 
ἄκρον ἐπὶ ῥηγμῖνος ἁλὸς πολιοῖο θέεσκεν. 

τόφρα δὲ καρπαλίμως ἐξίκετο νηῦς εὐεργὴς 

σπερχομένη: toiov γὰρ ἐπείγετο χέρσ᾽ 
ἐρετάων 

ἐν δ᾽ ἄνεμος πρῆσεν μέσον ἱστίον, ἀμφὶ δὲ 
κῦμα 

στείρῃ πορφύρεον μεγάλ᾽ ἴαχε νηὸς ἰούσης. 

fj δ᾽ ἔθεεν κατὰ κῦμα διαπρήσσουσα 
κέλευθον, 

τώς κε μάλ᾽ ἀσφαλέως θέεν ἔμπεδον: οὐδέ 
κεν ἴρηξ 

κίρκος ὁμαρτήσειεν, ἐλαφρότατος πετεηνῶν. 

Gg f] ῥίμφα θέουσα θαλάσσης κύματ᾽ ἔτεμνεν, 

ἄνδρα φέρουσα θεῷ ἐναλίγκια μήδε᾽ ἔχοντα. 


735 — Il. 9.707, from Diomedes” 
exhortation 

736 ~ Il. 20.229, description of Dardanus’ 
filly foals by the seaside 

737 — Od. 12.166, Odysseus’ ship 
approaches the Sirens' island 

738 — Od. 13.115, the Phaeacian ship 
arrives to Ithaca 

739 — Il. 1.481, Odysseus’ boat returns 
from the island of Chrysa 

740 ~ Il. 1.482, ibid; return of Chryseis 
to Chryses 

741 — II. 1.483, ibid. 

742 ~ Od. 13.86, description of the 
Phaeacian ship 

743 — Od. 13.87, ibid. return of Odysseus 

744 — Od. 13.88, ibid. 

745 ~ Od. 13.89, ibid. 


‘Thus when the beautiful rosy-fingered Dawn appeared, he run on the seaside 
of the surging sea, when swiftly a beautifully made ship was sailing in, rapidly; 
so much in haste the hands of the rowers in haste; the wind was blowing the 
middle sail, and from both sides the stem the purple wave was roaring as the 
boat went. And the boat was running against the waves making its way, and 
thus was sailing very safely indeed; not even a falcon could keep up with it, 
the lightest of birds. Thus, it was sailing across the waves of the sea swiftly, 
carrying a man with a god-like mind.’ 


The first line opens the passage of the miracle of the resurrection of 
Jairus' daughter with the symbolic image of Dawn. After this, it associates 
the rescue and return of Chryseis with the resurrected girl, who is soon to 
be returned to her parents. The ship is one of the first symbols of Christianity, 
given the cross-shaped form of the mast and the sails, and Odysseus' trip 
homewards, as we saw, was particularly treasured by Christian exegetes and 
allegorically interpreted as a result.'°° 

At the level of the structural composition the passage is strikingly packed 
with boat-related centos. Of course, anyone who wanted to centonize a boat- 
trip would have to draw on such lines, but beyond the obvious thematic 
relevance, the selection of these lines shows a particular intention. To begin 
with, line 736 comes from an ekphrasis of Dardanus' filly foals running like 
the wind close to the sea shore. The passage is cited by the grammarian 
Trypho as a case of hyperbole,'*’ but other lines depicting the image of the 
wind-like horses seems to have appealed to imperial writers too, especially 


136 See bibliography in n. 15. 
137 Tryphon II Gramm. de trop. 14.1. 
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because of its ekphrastic vividness: horses galloping above the crops close 
to the water.!% Yet it is verse 737 that is of primary importance, as it is this 
line that introduces Odysseus' arrival to the island of the Sirens, a passage 
that underwent heavy allegorical interpretation by Neoplatonists and Chris- 
tians alike.!*? Line 738 is equally recognizable as it belongs to the arrival of 
Odysseus, who is still asleep, on Ithaca. Lines 739-741 belong to a cluster of 
three lines that appears both in /liad 1.481-3, the return of Odysseus from the 
island of Chrysa, but also in Odyssey 2.426-427, as part of Telemachus' depar- 
ture, and they seem to be a formulaic cluster. '^? Finally, lines 742-745 resume 
Odysseus' return home onboard the Phaeacian boat. 

But the passage was not only famous because it highlights the beginning 
of the adventures of the hero in his homeland, but also because the Progym- 
nasmata found a good use for it. Menander the Rhetor, in his advice on how 
to compose a propemptikos (a farewell speech made when someone is being 
escorted away), suggests that the speaker should praise him or her as he sets 
off (ἐπαινούμενος καὶ προπεμπόμενος) and: 


“Ἡ he is going by sea, you (the speaker) should call to mind (ἐκεῖ σοι μνήμη) 
the deities of the sea, Egyptian Proteus, Glaucus of Anthedon, Nereus, who will 
escort him and race beside the ship; the dolphins and whales will rejoice, 
fawning or fleeing as Poseidon guides his ship. And let the ship haste on her 
way, 'bearing the god-like hero' (citing Od. 13.89), until in your speech you 
bring him into port. Then conclude with a prayer, asking the gods for every 
blessing on him." ^! 


There is something manifestly ekphrastic about this passage, as the 
mention of the sea-gods escorting the ship recalls the visual representa- 
tions of aquatic scenes where Poseidon is depicted pulling a blue horse/ 
hippocampus with Amphitrite on it,!*? occasionally surrounded by Tritons 
and dolphins, to which the swiftness of Dardanus' filly foals add an extra 
‘futuristic’ touch embodying the wind. Most importantly, though, Odysseus’ 
escort becomes in later times a prototype of a farewell speech and a model 
for any traveling hero, which became duly embedded in the audience's 
Homeric reception. 


138 E.g. Luc. Imag. cites Il. 20.227 together with other horse-related lines, stressing its 
ekphrastic vividness. 

19 Pepin, The Platonic and Christian Ulysses [see n. 107], pp. 7-14. 

140 The choice in favor of the Iliadic passage is suggested by the context of the miracle, 
since the healing of a girl that may be associated to Chryseis. 

141 Men. Rhet. Epid. 399. See also D. A. RUSSEL and N. G. WILSON, Menander the Rhetor, 
Oxford, 1981, p. 135. 

142 Cf. Poseidon with horses or hippocampi, e.g. in Lexicon Iconographicum Mythologiae 
Classicae 7.1 s.v. ‘Poseidon’ Fig. 97-112. 

143 Cf. Synesius Ep. 4, which is also full of Odyssean imagery. 
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CONCLUSIONS 


While this has constituted a brief survey of the reception and reuse of 
selected key Homeric lines in the / HC, and not an exhaustive one, the 
examples above show that the / HC is not a ‘Homeric’ poem but a late 
antique revision of Homer transposed onto a Christian register. There are 
several conclusions that may be drawn after this survey. On the one hand, 
the cento character of the poem does not downplay its late antique cultural 
context. For example, the poem adapts and reuses Homeric lines, especially 
formulaic ones, but also creates new stereotypical lines out of Homer, and 
variates on the Homeric typical adjectives, scenes, and overall style. Moreover, 
while there is a ‘feeling’ for formulaity in both these types of composition, 
this goes hand-in-hand with a taste for poikilia that becomes particular prom- 
inent in the case of typical scenes: no two Dawn-verses are the same. Not only 
that, the preponderance of memorable moralizing gnomic lines and of ekphras- 
tic passages echoes the didacticism found in other epics of Late Antiquity. 
Moreover there is a clear taste for the jewelled style particularly illustrative in 
the well-balanced extensive ekphrasis, and also a taste for didacticism as in 
the use of famous gnomai. But on the other hand, and more importantly, a 
large quantity of the lines used are recognizable and have a long pre-history 
in the quotation and excerption of Homer from the Imperial era onwards. 
We have seen that learned imperial writers cited several of the verses used 
in / HC and with a similar predilection for particular Books. We have also 
seen that the Progymnasmata often quote Homeric lines in similar contexts 
to the contexts in which we find them in the Christian centos, e.g. in propemp- 
tikoi logoi, epithalamia. And we have noted that there were lists of theme-re- 
lated lines that would have aided the memorization, excerption and reuse of 
particular Homeric verses, as in the case of the river-related centos. The audi- 
ence of the / HC would thus have come across these lines at different stages 
of their literary and rhetorical education and engagement with the Homeric 
poems. Accordingly, the lines used in the / HC seem to be those that belonged 
to a long tradition and that would have been recognizable in their original 
Homeric context before their being adapted into the new Christian poem. 

The writing of a Christian poem à /’Homere required a skilful understand- 
ing and an even more proficient manipulation of centuries of Homeric reading 
and quotation practice, evidence of which can be found in the quotation 
habit of the imperial and late antique periods. This technique of Homeric 
stitching, as Eustathius argues, was at the basis of Homeric poetry which 
was in fact an act of stitching from the beginning.'** The practice of selecting 


144 Bust. Π. 1.10: σποράδην γάρ, φασί, κειμένης καὶ κατὰ μέρος διῃρημένης τῆς Ὅμη- 
ρικῆς ποιήσεως, οἱ ἄδοντες αὐτὴν συνέρραπτον οἷον τὰ εἰς £v ὕφος ἀδόμενα. ἢ καὶ 
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and composing in Homeric centos would have been impossible without the 
thorough use and reuse of Homeric epics at different literary contexts. If Eus- 
tathius here bears witness to the composition of epic poetry in archaic times 
or whether is projecting a vision of his contemporary, cento-inclusive, world, 
this is an fascinating topic beyond the preliminary scope of this current paper. 


Anna LEFTERATOU 


Universität Heidelberg 
anna.lefteratou@ googlemail.com 


SUMMARY 


The principal aim of this article is to shift the focus from the mnemonic techniques 
used to memorise, select, compose, and perform Homeric poetry from the Archaic 
period onward, and focus instead on the audience and the reception of the first edi- 
tion of Homeric Centos within the context of late antique paideia. The popularity of 
Homeric centos in Late Antiquity, I will argue, is a by-product of the long tradition 
of reading, memorising, excerpting, quoting, and commenting (on) Homer, the 
traces of which can be found in both pagan and Christian literary production, in and 
outside the schoolroom, from the Imperial era onwards. On the other hand, and 
given that, among other, Homeric formulae and gnomai are (naturally) among the 
most frequently quoted Homeric verses, the secondary goal of this article is to explore 
the role of formulaity in the reception and composition of the Homeric Centos. Thus, 
it will claim that formulaity does not reflect the compositional techniques used by 
epic poets, from archaic times onwards, as much as it reflects the paideia of the late 
antique audience and its taste for poikilia. The final part attempts to detangle the read- 
ing of the Homeric Centos from the reading of Homer and to discuss both — namely 
the Centos and the reception of Homer through the Centos — within the context of 
Late Antiquity. 


ἄλλος, διότι κατὰ μέρος, φασί, τῆς ποιήσεως διαδεδομένης τὴν σύμπασαν ποίησιν ἐπιό- 
ντες οἱ ἄδοντες καὶ τὰ ἐξ ἑκατέρας Ὁμηρικῆς βίβλου συρράπτοντες, ὡς ἐβούλοντο, 
ῥαψῳδοὶ ἐντεῦθεν προσηγορεύθησαν. τῆς δὲ τοιαύτης ῥάψεως παράδειγµα σαφὲς καὶ οἱ 
κέντρωνες, τουτέστι τὰ λεγόμενα Ὁμηρόκεντρα (Ρο, as they say, Homeric poetry was 
lying scattered and in pieces, the singers stitched it together as if in one style the various 
songs. Or, in other words, as they say, the singers, because the poetry lay scattered, they went 
through the whole (epic) poetry and stitched/sew together the Homeric books, as they wished, 
and as a result were called rhapsodes (seamstress/menders of songs [ῥάπτω + ᾠδή]. And a 
vivid example of such a stitching are the centos, namely what we call Homeric Centos’). 


LA LETTRE UPSILON DU FLORILEGE COISLIN 


Le Florilegium Coislinianum (dorénavant FC) est bien connu des lecteurs 
de notre revue. En effet, depuis des années, on a réussi à publier dans Byzan- 
tion une série de parties du FC. Jusqu'à présent, les Lettres A-O, N-E, P 
et Ψ ont été éditées de facon critique.! À cette liste, on adjoint ici la Lettre 
Upsilon. 

Comme on le sait, l'anthologie date trés vraisemblablement de la fin du 
IX* ou du début du X° siècle, et a été compilée en Italie méridionale, semble- 
t-il.? Les sujets traités sont classés selon l'ordre alphabétique. 


PRÉSENTATION DES TÉMOINS MANUSCRITS 


La Lettre Upsilon est transmise dans seize témoins, dont la plus grande 
partie a été étudiée dans nos publications antérieures. Seules les deuxiéme 
et troisiéme recensions du florilége sont représentées pour cette Lettre. 
En effet, le Parisinus, Coislinianus 294 (manuscrit A), le témoin majeur de 
la premiére recension, se termine mutilé au milieu de la Lettre Omikron. 

Pour ce qui est de la deuxiéme recension, on dispose de deux témoins 
manuscrits : le Parisinus gr. 924 (manuscrit C, du X* siècle ; ff. 350-353) 
et le Bruxellensis IV 881, achevé en 1542 (S ; ff. 175-176"). On notera que 
l’autre manuscrit vénérable de cette recension, l'Atheniensis, Bibliotheca 


! Les publications les plus récentes permettent de prendre connaissance de toute la littéra- 
ture antérieure : R. CEULEMANS — J. P. MAKSIMCZUK — P. VAN DEUN, La Lettre N du Florilege 
Coislin, dans Byz, 88 (2018), pp. 103-127 ; l'édition des Letters A-Z, préparée par J. P. Mak- 
simczuk dans sa dissertation de doctorat soutenue en 2018 (Books A-Z of the Florilegium 
Coislinianum, Leuven, 2018), est sous presse pour la Series Graeca du Corpus Christiano- 
rum ; finalement, il y a l'édition de la Lettre Alpha établie par T. FERNÁNDEZ, Florilegium 
Coislinianum A (CCSG, 66), Turnhout, 2018, qui est une version mise à jour de sa dissertation 
de doctorat qu'il a défendue chez Peter Van Deun (Book Alpha of the Florilegium Coislinia- 
num: A Critical Edition with a Philological Introduction, Leuven, 2010). Nous voudrions 
remercier notre collégue Lara Sels de son aide, qui nous a été trés précieux. 

? Pour la datation du FC, voir FERNÁNDEZ, Florilegium Coislinianum A [voir n. 1], p. XXI 
et R. CEULEMANS - I. DE Vos — E. GIELEN -- P. VAN DEUN, La continuation de l'exploration 
du Florilegium Coislinianum : la Lettre Eta, dans Byz, 81 (2011), pp. 90-92 ; à propos du 
lien qui unirait le FC à l'Italie méridionale, voir CEULEMANS et alii, Lettre Eta, pp. 92-93 ; 
R. CEULEMANS — P. VAN DEUN - S. VAN PEE, La vision des quatre bêtes, la Theotokos, les douze 
trónes et d'autres thèmes : La Lettre O du Florilège Coislin, dans Byz, 86 (2016), pp. 101- 
102; MAKSIMCZUK, Books A-Z [voir n. 1], pp. XXVII-XXX. 
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Nationalis 464 (B, également du X* siécle), n'a plus la Lettre Upsilon, 
puisque ce manuscrit s'arréte abruptement à l'intérieur de la Lettre Tau. 

Quatre témoins majeurs de la troisiéme recension contiennent la Lettre 
Upsilon : le Mediolanensis, Ambrosianus Q 74 sup., du X* siècle (D ; 
ff. 120"-122) ; les manuscrits « frères », transcrits respectivement en 1281- 
1282 et 1285-1286 par le prêtre Syméon Kalliandrés de Rhodes: l’Arhous, 
Iviron 38 (G ; ff. 131"-133") et l'Argentoratensis, Bibliotheca Nationalis et 
Universitatis gr. 12 (E ; ff. 194-196") ; l'Atheniensis, Bibliotheca Nationalis 
329, du XIIF-XIV* siècle (sigle F, ff. 142-143). 

À cette troisiéme recension se rattachent aussi plusieurs témoins fragmen- 
taires, dont il a déjà été question dans nos publications précédentes : l’Afhous, 
Koutloumousiou 9 (K ; pp. 536-539) et le Londinensis, British Library, Add. 
17472 (L ; ff. 64"-66"), qui datent du XIV* siècle et contiennent les extraits 
1-11, 13 et 15; le Vaticanus, Ottobonianus gr. 441, de l'année 1477 (O ; 
ff. 499"-500), et le Lesbiacus, Leimonos 268, achevé en 1552 (M ; ff. 429"-430"), 
qui ne renferment que les extraits 1-4 et 10 ; le Monacensis gr. 551 (manus- 
crit Z ; f. 2119). qui daterait de la seconde moitié du XV* siècle et qui ne 
contient que les extraits 11-12; le Vaticanus gr. 728 (V, f. 308), qui est 
achevé avant 1567 par Emmanuel Provataris pour la Bibliothéque Vaticane 
et n'a que l'extrait 11; l'Oxoniensis, Canonicianus gr. 56 (Can, f. 210"), 
copié environ l'année 1563 à Venise (ce manuscrit ne renferme que le méme 
extrait 11). 

Pour la plus grande partie, c'est à José Maksimczuk que revient le mérite 
d'avoir découvert quatre témoins de l'anthologie, inconnus jusqu'ici. On les 
présentera ici trés briévement. 

Tout d'abord, il y a le Vaticanus, Ottobonianus gr. 221 transcrit à Venise 
trés vraisemblablement environ 1562-1563 (dorénavant Ot) ;? au f. 242 de 
ce manuscrit, on lit l'extrait 11 de la Lettre Upsilon. 

C'est également le cas d'un manuscrit copié par Nicolás de la Torre à 
Salamanca et qui date des environs de l'année 1570: Biblioteca Universita- 
ria 75 (sigle Sal!) ;* au f. 98", on lit l'extrait 11. 

On salue tout particuliérement la découverte de l'Atheniensis, Metochion 
S. Sepulchri 243, qui, l'avouons tout de suite, est un témoin trés tardif 


3 On trouvera une description succincte de ce manuscrit dans E. FERON — F. BATTAGLINI, 
Codices manuscripti graeci Ottoboniani Bibliothecae Vaticanae, Romae, 1893, p. 129, et 
K.-H. UTHEMANN, Anastasii Sinaitae Viae Dux (CCSG, 7), Turnhout — Leuven, 1981, p. XLVIII. 
J. Maksimczuk, qui a étudié le manuscrit de visu (décembre 2018), a préparé un article sur la 
relation qui existe entre Ot, V, Sal! et Can (voir plus loin). 

4 On lira la description de ce codex dans A. Tovar, Catalogus Codicum Graecorum Uni- 
versitatis Salamantinae, 1, Collectio Universitatis Antiqua (Filosofía y Letras, XV, 4), Salamanca, 
1963, pp. 34-37 et G. DE ANDRÉS, ΕΙ cretense Nicolás de la Torre. Copista griego de Felipe Il. 
Biografía. Documentos. Copias. Facsímiles, Madrid, 1969, p. 176 (n? 56). 


χι 


xu—xi 


xii 


XIN—KIV 


XIV 


XIV—XV 


χν 


XV—XVI 


xvi 


XVI—XVII 
XVIII 


LA LETTRE UPSILON DU FLORILÈGE COISLIN 361 


(premier quart du XVIII" siècle), mais contient la quasi-intégralité du FC 
(sigle X) ;? il n’y a donc rien d’étonnant à ce qu'aux pp. 218-220, ce codex 
renferme tous les extraits qui font partie de la Lettre Upsilon. 

Finalement, il y a encore le Parisinus, Coislinianus gr. 262, du XII siècle 
(sigle Sc); on n'y lit que le morceau revenant à Grégoire de Nysse (extrait 12 ; 


f. 83). 
CLASSEMENT DES TÉMOINS 


Voici le stemma codicum visualisant les relations qui unissent les témoins 
manuscrits de la Lettre Upsilon : 


1 
" T 
X — — -- 
Ν i 
c x i 
^ 
B i 
κ D * 
\ Se 
x E G 
! K F 
L 
ο Ζ . 
5 Ot can 
M | 
v 
x 


5 Pour une description de ce témoin, on lira A. PAPADOPOULOS-KERAMEUS, Ἱεροσολυμιτικὴ 


βιβλιοθήκη ἤτοι κατάλογος τῶν ἐν ταῖς βιβλιοθήκαις τοῦ ἁγιωτάτου ἀποστολικοῦ TE καὶ kaĝo- 
λικοῦ ὀρθοδόξου πατριαρχικοῦ θρόνου τῶν Ἱεροσολύμων καὶ πάσης Παλαιστίνης ἀποκειμένων 


d 


ἑλληνικῶν κωδίκων, IV, St-Pétersbourg, 1899, p. 207. On notera que J. Maksimczuk vient 
'achever un article sur ce codex, et que T. Fernández, J. Maksimczuk et P. Van Deun ont mis 


en chantier une autre contribution, centrée sur la fin du florilége telle qu'on la lit dans ce 
manuscrit. 
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Il est évident que la Lettre Upsilon est trop courte pour qu'on puisse y 
trouver beaucoup d'information supplémentaire vis-à-vis de nos études anté- 
rieures. 

Concentrons-nous tout d'abord sur la deuxiéme recension. Les liens qui 
unissent ses témoins, ont été bien établis. En effet, C est le modéle commun 
de cette version du texte, dont dépend directement le manuscrit B,° qui n'a 
plus la Lettre Upsilon, comme on l'a dit ci-dessus. Le codex S est un 
apographe de B, avant que celui-ci n'ait subi des pertes dues à la mutilation 
du manuscrit. 

On sait que cette recension contient trés souvent la meilleure legon du FC, 
mais, à d'autres endroits, son texte est déparé d'une faute ou d'une legon 
moins bonne. L'étude de la Lettre Upsilon nous a permis d'étayer cette thése 
encore une fois. Dans la plupart des cas, on a pu suivre la version de cette 
recension, mais C S s'y caractérisent toutefois de quelques fautes trés pro- 
bantes : l'omission de τῆς Κλίμακος en tête de l'extrait 11 ; l'omission, 
par saut du méme au même, en 15.2 (ὑπακοή à διανοίᾳ) ;” l'omission, de 
nouveau survenue par un saut du méme au méme, en 13.7 (du premier ἀλλ᾽ 
jusqu'à ὄψεως). 

Dans cette Lettre, le manuscrit C se caractérise par trois fautes qui ne se 
lisent ni dans les autres témoins, ni dans son apographe S : 10.12 (καὶ au 
lieu de κἂν) ; 13.7 (καταμάνθενε au lieu de καταμάνθανε) ; 13.14 (λέγω 
au lieu de λέγε). Ces erreurs ne sont pas trés probantes et pouvaient étre 
corrigées aisément en S (ou en son modele B). 

Les fautes et variantes qui isolent le codex S de tout le reste de la tradition, 
sont nombreuses ; on ne citera ici que quelques exemples : 1.1 (l'omission 
de ὑπερήφανον σβέσον) ; 10.3 (omission, par un saut du méme au méme, 
de εἰς au second ὀλίγον) ; 10.4 (ὀλίγα au lieu de ὀλίγον) ; 10.7 (l’addition 
de ἔχων aprés Θεοῦ) ; 12.1 (ἐπιλάμψῃ au lieu de ἐπιλάμψας); 12.11 (παχυν- 
θείσης au lieu de Παχυνθεῖσα) ; 15.1 (παντελῶς au lieu de ἐναργῶς) ; 
15.5 (θελήματος au lieu de θελήσεως). 

Passons maintenant à la troisiéme recension, qui est souvent plus courte 
et moins fiable que les autres versions du florilége. Mais, ce n'est pas le cas 
pour Upsilon, puisque FC III contient l'intégralité de cette Lettre. 


6 Voir, à ce sujet, J. MAKSIMCZUK, The Transmission of the So Called ‘First Chapter Titles’ 
in the Second Recension of the Florilegium Coislinianum, in B. ROOSEN — P. VAN DEUN (éd.), 
The Literary Legacy of Byzantium. Editions, Translations & Studies in Honour of J. A. Munitiz 
(Φυζάντιος. Studies in Byzantine History and Civilization, 15), Turnhout, 2019, pp. 239-254, 
et T. FERNÁNDEZ — J. MAKSIMCZUK, On the Oldest Witnesses of the Second Recension of the 
Florilegium Coislinianum: Par. gr. 924 model of Athen., EBE 464 (with an Appendix on the 
Athon., Laura K //3), sous presse dans Bs/, volume de 2019. 

7 Une erreur qui se lit également en X et K^ ^. 
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Le manuscrit ancien D, on le sait, contient pas mal de fautes indivi- 
duelles et beaucoup d'erreurs d'orthographe. Voici quelques exemples qui 
déparent le texte d'Upsilon : 10.1 (κοπρία au lieu de σαπρία) ; 10. 1 (l'omis- 
sion du deuxième καὶ) ; 11.4 (ὕπνον au lieu de ὕπνου) ; 12.8 (ὑπεξιοῦσαν 
au lieu de ὑπερξιοῦσα); 13.5 (ἐλαίαν au lieu de ἐλαία) ; 13.15 (où au lieu 
de un). 

On sait également que les manuscrits K et L forment un petit sous-groupe ; 
de cela témoigne le fait qu'ils ne contiennent que les extraits 1-11, 13 et 15 
de la Lettre Upsilon. De plus, ils renferment une erreur commune probante 
(1.2 : πλήρωσον au lieu de πλῆσον). Il n'y a pas de variantes qui singula- 
risent K seul, mais cela est bien le cas de L : 12.10 (λέγων au lieu de λέγω). 
Cela confirmerait les résultats de nos recherches antérieures : L est un apo- 
graphe de K. 

Les liens qui unissent les manuscrits E et G, sont bien connus et docu- 
mentés de facon exemplaire : ils descendent, indépendamment l'un de 
l'autre, d'un modéle commun perdu aujourd'hui. Malheureusement, pour la 
Lettre Upsilon, on ne dispose pas de beaucoup d'éléments étayant cette thése : 
il n'y a que la variante en E G de ταῖς γένονται χώραις au lieu de τοῖς ... 
γίνονται χώροις (12.5). De plus, on n'y a trouvé aucune variante qui indi- 
vidualise soit E, soit G. 

La parenté entre les témoins tardifs M et O est bien connue elle aussi et 
se confirme dans cette Lettre par une seule observation : ils ne renferment 
que les extraits 1 à 4 et 10. La Lettre Upsilon ne contient pas de lieux variants 
permettant de conclure que M est un apographe de O ;? on sait également 
que le codex O est, à son tour, une copie directe de G. Mais, malheureusement, 
la Lettre Upsilon n'offre aucune variante ni erreur isolant les manuscrits G 
O M. Par contre, une seule lecon permet de singulariser le groupuscule E 
G OM: 3.1 (Κυρίῳ au lieu de Θεῷ). 

On est maintenant arrivé au manuscrit X, témoin récemment découvert 
par José Maksimczuk. Le savant argentin a préparé un article à ce propos, 
actuellement sous presse et tenant compte de tout le florilége ? et c'est sur 
cette publication qu'on se basera ici, tout en sachant que la Lettre Upsilon 
seule ne nous permet pas de bien cerner la place de X dans le stemma codi- 
cum. Comme on l'a dit ci-dessus, le manuscrit X contient la quasi-intégralité 
de l'anthologie et renferme donc tous les extraits d' Upsilon. Il est clair que 


8 Notre collègue louvaniste Erika Gielen avait formulé l’hypothèse que M et O sont des 
freres (cf. E. GIELEN, Nicephori Blemmydae De virtute et ascesi. loseph Racendytae De virtute 
[CCSG, 80], Leuven — Turnhout, 2016, pp. cxxvir-cxxvr). Cette thèse semble erronée : voir 
MAKSIMCZUK, Books A-Z [voir n. 1], p. CVI. 

? José Maksimczuk a étudié tous les extraits qui se lisent dans les Lettres A-H, NE, P, 
Y, Ψ, ainsi que plusieurs sections faisant partie des Lettres Ο-Π. 
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le codex X se rapproche de tout prés du témoin partiel Oxoniensis, Bodleia- 
nus, Baroccianus 91, datant de la fin du XV* siécle (sigle U), qui n'a pas 
conservé de morceaux appartenant à la Lettre Upsilon. Trés clairement, U 
et X sont des fréres, descendant du méme modele perdu aujourd'hui. Voici 
quelques cas qui témoignent de cette parenté trés proche : Alpha 98.10: 
κέκληνται FC] τρέπονται U X ; Alpha 98.20: ἐξέλθετε FC] καὶ τοῖς ἐν 
τῷ σκότει add. U X ; Alpha 100.12: Ἰουδαίους FC] om. U X ; Béta 12.15- 
16: ἔσχον τὴν ζημίαν θάνατον FC] ἐκολάσθησαν καὶ τὴν ζημίαν ἔσχον 
θάνατον U X ; Delta 24.3: δελεασθέντος FC] δελεάσματος U X ; Nu 7.4: 
οὐκ ἐπισκέπτεται δέσποινα FC] οὐδὲ y δέσποινα ἐπισκέπτεται U X. La 
plupart du temps, U X se rapprochent d'une sous-famille de la troisieme 
recension qui unit les codex E G, ainsi qu'à certains endroits, le témoin 
partiel K (on laissera de cóté les apographes L et M O). Voici quelques cas 
révélateurs : Beta 12.2: tig FC] om. U X E G K ; Beta 12.15: καὶ FC] 
καίπερ X E G K ; Bèta 14.1: εἴη παρθένος FC] εἴη οὐδὲ παρθένος U 
X EG K ; Delta 23.4: ὃν ἀγωνιζομένους FC] ὃν δεῖ ἀγωνιζομένους X E 
G K (U n'a pas cet extrait) ; Epsilon 15.4: ὀνομάζει FC] ὀνομάζων U X 
E G K ; Epsilon 15.12: τοῦ θεοῦ τῶν ὅλων FC] τοῦ τῶν ὅλων θεοῦ U X 
E G K ; Epsilon 15.12: ὄντων FC] ὄντως U X E G K. L'étude de la Lettre 
Upsilon, laquelle, on se rappelle, est absente du manuscrit U, nous a permis 
d'ajouter encore les cas suivants : 2.2 (l'omission de τοῖς en X E G ; l'article 
est présent en K) ; 7.2 (6 au lieu de τὸ en X E G K) ; 10.11 (σοι au lieu 
de oot en X E G K) ; 11.5 (l'addition de δὲ aprés “Qonep en X E GK); 
12.9 (τῶν βλεφάρων au lieu de τοῖς βλεφάροις en X E G; K ne renferme 
pas cet extrait) ; 12.9 (l'omission de ἢ en X E G ; K n'a pas cet extrait) ; 
13.1 (ἔνδον au lieu de ἔνδοθεν en X E G K) ) ; 13.5 (l'omission de εἶναι 
en X E G K) ; 13.20 (l'addition de ἔφη aprés "lovdaíovc en X E G K) ; 
14.1 (l'addition de l'article τοῦ devant ψεύδους en X E G ; K ne renferme 
pas cet extrait) ; 14.2 (l'addition de ἕτερον devant ὑπόκρισιν en X E G ; 
K n'a pas cet extrait). On notera finalement que le manuscrit X se caracté- 
rise d'un grand nombre de fautes individuelles ; pour la Lettre Upsilon, on 
a relevé dans l'apparat critique 17 erreurs et variantes qui isolent X de tout 
le reste de la tradition. 

J. Maksimczuk a montré que le copiste de l’antigraphe de U (et de son 
frére X) a utilisé deux manuscrits du FC.!? En effet, sa source principale a 
été un témoin proche de la sous-famille E G K, complétée de fragments qui 
provenaient d'un codex qui remontait plus haut dans le stemma codicum que le 
modèle commun de la troisième recension et se rapproche de l'hyparchétype 


10 Consulter MAKSIMCZUK, Books 4-Ζ [voir n. 1], pp. CI-CV, et CEULEMANS et alii, La 
Lettre N [voir n. 1], p. 107. 
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commun des recensions II et III. De tout cela ressort que U X témoignent 
d'une version contaminée du FC. 

Passons maintenant au dernier témoin majeur de la troisiéme recension 
qu'on a étudié dans nos publications antérieures : le codex F. Il contient la 
totalité de la Lettre Upsilon et se caractérise d'un nombre trés élevé de 
fautes et de variantes, voulues pour une grande partie semble-t-il. En voici 
un petit choix : τοῦ Σολομῶντος au lieu de Παροιμιῶν (titre de l'extrait 3) ; 
l’addition de τοῦ προφήτου devant ᾿Αβδιοῦ (titre de l'extrait 4) ; l’omission 
de ἐὰν (4.1) ; l’addition de παντοκράτωρ aprés Κύριος (4.2) ; fj κενοδοξία 
καὶ au lieu de ὑπερηφανία (8.2);!! l'omission de εἶ (10.2) ; ἀνατρέφεται 
au lieu de ἀναστρέφεται (13.9) ; ἦν au lieu de ἐστίν (13.17). La constatation 
que, sans cesse, F s'est intervenu dans le texte, explique trés probablement 
le fait que curieusement, ce manuscrit, contre tous les autres témoins du 
florilége, s'est joint parfois à la lecon de la source, voir par example : 
10.1 (τῇ φύσει) ; 11. 5 (συνηθείᾳ ήρτηται) ; 12. 9 (τινος). 

Passons du manuscrit F aux manuscrits qui en descendent, directement 
ou indirectement. 

Tout d'abord, il y a le manuscrit Z, témoin trés partiel, ne renfermant que 
les extraits 11 et 12 de la Lettre Upsilon. Dans sa thése, J. Maksimczuk a 
montré que Z est un apographe de F.'? Dans la Lettre Upsilon, on a décou- 
vert un seul cas oü F et Z s'opposent à tout le reste de la tradition : 12.9 
(τινος au lieu de τι). Dans les extraits 11 et 12, il ny a qu'une seule variante 
qui isole Z de tout le reste de la tradition : 11.2 (l'addition de ἔχει aprés 
ὑποθέσεις). 

Il nous reste à parler des manuscrits Ot V Can Sall, qui se trouvent clai- 
rement dans la descendance du codex Ε. Ot V Can Sal! ont transmis la 
méme sélection faite sur base du FC ; en effet, ces quatre manuscrits n'ont 
transmis que l'extrait 11 de la Lettre Upsilon. De plus, ils se caractérisent 
d'un nombre de fautes et variantes, qui les isolent du reste du FC : Alpha 4.7: 
πάσης κτίσεως] πάσαν κτίσιν Ot V Can Sal! ; Alpha 5.195: ἢ! — χρυσο- 
ειδές] om. Ot V Can Sal! ; Alpha 19.2-3: “Ev — ἐγένετο] om. Ot V Can 
Sal! ; Alpha 37.12: ἢ δόλιος ἢ φιλόδοξος] ἢ ὅτι δόλιος ἢ ὅτι φιλόδοξος 
Ot V Can Sal!; Alpha 93.1-2: ἀδίκων te καὶ δικαίων] δικαίων τε καὶ 


!! On notera que F partage cette variante avec les Loci Communes. 

12 MAKSIMCZUK, Books A-Z [voir n. 1], pp. cix-cxim. Dans les éditions des Lettres Psi et 
Théta, on croyait que F et Z étaient des fréres : CEULEMANS et alii, La lettre O [voir n. 2], 
pp. 96-97 ; R. CEULEMANS — E. DE RIDDER — K. LEVRIE — P. VAN DEUN, Sur le mensonge, 
l’äme de l'homme et les faux prophetes : la Lettre 'P du Florilége Coislin, dans Byz, 83 (2013), 
pp. 58-59. 

13 Ce qui suit, est dû largement à ce que José Maksimczuk a écrit à ce propos ; il a colla- 
tionné les Lettres A-H, K, E, O et Y. 
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ἁμαρτωλῶν Ot V Can Sal! ; Alpha 94.1: Περὶ — Ἅδου] om. Ot V Can 
Sal! ; Bèta 14.5-6: κεχωρισμένον] om. Ot V Can Sal! ; Gamma 9 (titre): 
ἐκ — ἐπίσκοπον] om. Ot V Can Sal!. 

Ces quatre manuscrits se rapprochent clairement du manuscrit F ; voici 
quelques cas, appartenant tous à la Lettre Alpha, qui illustrent cette parenté ; 
2.21: γοῦν] νῦν F Ot V Can Sal! ; 5.144: γεωμετρικὰ] γεωργικὰ F Ot V 
Can Sal! ; 17.3: ἀνώτατος] ἀνώτερος F Ot V Can Sal! ; 23.1: χρῆμα] 
σχῆμα F Ot V Can Sal! ; 49.1: καὶ] uot F Ot V Can Sal! ; 50.9-10: κατ᾽ 
αὐτοῦ — πλεονασμοί] om. F Ot V Can Sal! ; 63.4: yàp] ἣν add. F Ot V 
Can Sal! ; 91.5: τοῦ Ἀποστόλου] παρὰ praem. F Ot V Can Sal. 

Tous ces éléments nous permettent de dire que ces quatre témoins descendent 
d'un modéle perdu, qui, à son tour, est un apographe de F. A l'intérieur du 
groupuscule Ot V Can Sall, ce sont Ot et son apographe V qui peuvent être 
isolés. Ils se caractérisent d'un nombre de fautes et variantes communes ; 
voir, par exemple : Alpha 5.205-206: περικαλύψει — ἀνεκπομπεύτῳ] om. 
Ot V ; Alpha 5.243: ὁμοταγῶν] δταγῶν Ot V ; Alpha 19.53: καὶ μίαν] 
μίαν Ot V ; Alpha 58.11: ποιησαμένοις] ποιησαμένου Ot V ; Alpha 84.1: 
ἢ πόρνος] om. Ot V ; Alpha 97.9: ἐνταῦθα λέγειν] &v θαλέγειν (sic) Ot 
V ; Beta 9.4-5: τὸν -- τύραννος] om. Ot V ; Xi 9.11: ¿v ὑποδείγματι] 
ὑποδείγματι Ot V. Le manuscrit V étant le seul à avoir des fautes et 
variantes isolantes, il est clair que V est un apographe du manuscrit Ot ; 
voici quelques exemples de legons individuelles de V : Alpha 4.9: καὶ! — 
οἶδεν] om. V ; Alpha 5.110: νοῶν] om. V ; Alpha 19.30-31: καὶ τὰ νοήματα] 
om. V ; Alpha 86.9: ἑαυτὸν] om. V ; Béta 21.1: ἐστιν] om. V ; Béta 23.25: 
ἐπισκόπῳ] ἐπιτρόπῳ V ; Delta 4.2: φησί] φησὶ ὅτι V ; Epsilon 12.2-3: 
θεὸς ἀνθρώποις] κύριος V ; Xi 9.7: μὲν] om. V. 

Le manuscrit Can se caractérise d'un nombre de fautes trés probantes qui 
l'isolent de tous les autres témoins du FC ; voici quelques cas : Alpha 
19.51-52: Οὐδὲ — ἡμετέραν] om. Can ; Beta 18.3—4: διὰ — μικρότητος] 
om. Can ; Delta, titre du fragment 5: τοῦ Χρυσοστόμου] om. Can ; Kappa, 
cap. 6, fr. 4 (titre): τοῦ Χρυσοστόμου] τοῦ Σιράχ Can ; Xi 9.18: εἴδε] δὲ 
Can. 

La méme constatation vaut pour le manuscrit Sal! ; en effet, son texte est 
déparé par pas de mal de fautes et variantes ; voici quelques exemples : 
Alpha 24.19-20: καὶ — ἐπεπλήρωτο] om. Sal! ; Alpha 30.8: τούτου] om. Sal! ; 
Alpha 64.2: ὃν ἀγαπᾶ] om. Sal! ; Beta 15.10: συνγειτνιαζέτω] γειτνιαζέτω 
Sal!; Zéta 5.6: διάφορον] διαφέρον Sal! ; Upsilon 11.3: ἐπιτεταμένης] 
ἐπιτεταγμένης!! Sal. 


14 La méme faute a été identifiée dans un ancien manuscrit de la Scala, le Sinaitic. gr. 421 
(X* siècle), f. 108". 
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De tous ces éléments, il ressort que Ot Can Sal! sont chacun des apo- 
graphes d'un modéle commun, perdu, qui descend à son tour du manuscrit F. 
D'autre part, V est un apographe du manuscrit Ot. 


Finalement, il y a encore un autre témoin nouveau que José Maksimczuk 
a découvert récemment : le Parisinus, Coislinianus gr. 262 (sigle Sc), qui, 
pour ce qui est de la Lettre Upsilon, contient seulement le morceau 12. 
Les pages qui suivent, seront consacrées à ce manuscrit trés intéressant. 


DESCRIPTION DES EXTRAITS DU FC REPRIS DANS LES SCHOLIES DE SC 


Le Parisinus, Coislinianus gr. 262 (Sc) est un manuscrit de parchemin, 
qui daterait du XII* siécle.? Une origine chypriote semble s'imposer. Un 
certain Διονύσιος Ἱερομόναχος (un possesseur, un simple lecteur ?) a laissé 
son nom au f. 175". Au milieu du XVIF siecle, Pierre Séguier, chancelier 
de France (1588-1672), a fait acheter le codex en Orient par les soins du 
Père Athanase ;! et de sa bibliothèque, il est entré dans le Fonds Coislin, 
avant de passer, en 1795, à la Bibliothéque nationale. 

Le volume contient le texte de la Scala, entouré de plusieurs piéces-annexes 
(ff. 1-163"), ainsi que les Carmina dogmatica de Grégoire de Nazianze, qui 
remplissent les derniers folios (ff. 164-175").' Dans les marges, la Scala 
est accompagnée de nombreuses scholies et de gloses lexicales (au total, 
il s'agit d'environ 1500 notes marginales). Un grand nombre de ces scholies 
ont été éditées par Maxim Venetskov dans sa thèse de doctorat.!” En lisant 


!5 Pour une description du manuscrit, consulter R. DEVREESSE, Catalogue des manuscrits 
grecs, Il, Le fonds Coislin, Paris, 1945, pp. 239-241 ; voir également, pour quelques précisions, 
M. VENETSKOV, L'Échelle de Jean du Sinaï dans la tradition byzantine : le corpus manuscrit, 
les scholies, le Commentaire d'Élie de Créte, Paris, 2018 (thése non publiée), pp. 924-925. 
En mai 2019, J. Maksimczuk a étudié le manuscrit sur place, grâce à une bourse qu'il a reçue 
du Fonds Wetenschappelijk Onderzoek — Vlaanderen. 

16 DEVREESSE, Catalogue [voir n. 15], p. vi. Voir, à ce propos, le nom « Séguier » et les 
initiales « PS », qu'Athanase a écrits aux folios I et I’. 

17 Ces piéces-annexes sont : la Préface du livre de la Scala (f. 1Y) ; la Vie de Jean du Sinai 
(ff. 2-4") ; la Lettre de Jean de Raithou (ff. 4"-5") et la Réponse de Jean du Sinaï (ff. 5"-6") ; 
la Table rétrograde (f. 150") ; le Prologue du livre de la Scala, d'aprés la recension du 
ΧΙ: siècle (f. 151) ; et le discours Au pasteur (ff. 151-163"). Tout au début du codex (f. 1), se 
lit également un poème incorporé dans un schéma de l'échelle (inc. Κλίμαξ κέκλιµαι ; mutilé 
à la fin : des. προ(σ)βάν...) ; le texte intégral de ces cinq vers se retrouve dans quelques autres 
manuscrits de Climaque (par exemple, Atheniensis, Bibliotheca Nationalis 310, XII* siécle, 
f. 202 et Atheniensis, Bibliotheca Nationalis 2119, XIV* siècle, f. 124"). 

18 Le texte des Carmina s’achéve au début du 7° chapitre consacré à l’äme. 

19 L'Échelle de Jean du Sinai [voir n. 15], pp. 179-443. Tout particulièrement, Venetskov 
s'est concentré sur les scholies qui sont absentes de l'édition de M. RADER, Scala : Sancti 
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cette ceuvre monumentale, José Maksimczuk a découvert qu'un nombre de 
ces scholies conservées en Sc, se retrouvent, avec un incipit et un desinit 
semblables ou identiques, dans le FC. Ci-dessous, on trouvera l'inventaire 
de ces scholies, qui identifiera 1) les passages de la Scala auxquels elles font 
référence ; 11) leur présence dans le 7C ; iii) leur source, dans la mesure du 
possible. 


a) 


b) 


c) 


d) 


e) 


Sc, f. 17. Νύσσης. Τινὲς τὴν ὀνειρώδη ... τῆς ψυχῆς παραμείναντος. 
Expliquant ὁ τοίνυν ὀνείροις πιστεύων (gradus 3: PG 88, 669.31) 
FC Omikron, cap. 8, fr. 1% 

Grégoire de Nysse, De opificio hominis (CPG 3154), éd. G. H. FORBES, 
Sancti patris nostri Gregorii Nysseni Basilii Magni fratris quae super- 
sunt omnia, I, 2, Burntisland, 1861, pp. 178.10 - 180.2 

Sc, f. 45". Νύσσης. Λόγος ἐστὶν ἐκ πνευματικῆς ... ἀνοητοτέρων 
ἀνδραποδίζεται. 

Expliquant ἄγγελος (gradus 5: PG 88, 777.51 -52) 

FC Alpha, fr. 7 

Grégoire de Nysse, De vita Moysis (CPG 3159), II, 45.3-46.8, éd. 
J. DANIÉLOU, Grégoire de Nysse. La vie de Moise ou Traité de la per- 
fection en matiere de vertu (SC, 1ter), Paris, 1968?, pp. 130-132. 

Sc, f. 50". Ὅπου”! yàp δριμύα (sic) ... ἀναπέμποντες ἐκκενοῦσιν. 
Expliquant πυρὸς αἰωνίου μνήμη (gradus 7 ; PG 88, 805.28) 

FC Delta, fr. 9 

Cosmas Vestitor, Fragmentum asceticum-physiologicum (CPG 8163), 
éd. T. FERNÁNDEZ, Cosmas Vestitor's Ascetic-Physiological Fragment, 
dans BZ,104 (2011), p. 639. 

Sc, f. 50". Nóconc.? Διαχέονταί πως ... δάκρυον λέγεται. 
Expliquant εἶδον γὰρ μικρὰς σταγόνας (gradus 7 ; PG 88, 805.38) 

FC Delta, fr. 10 

Grégoire de Nysse, De opificio hominis, éd. FORBES, p. 164.19-27. 

Sc, f. 50". Ἄλλο. Ἴδιον τοῦ ζῶντος φυτοῦ ... ἐπὶ τῇ προκατασχέσει 
τῆς ἁμαρτίας. 

Expliquant εἶδον γὰρ μικρὰς σταγόνας (gradus 7; PG 88, 805.38) 
FC Delta, fr. 11.15-30 

Locum non invenimus, éd. T. FERNÁNDEZ, Byzantine Tears. A Pseudo- 
Chrysostomic Fragment on Weeping in the Florilegium Coislinianum, 


Joannis Abbatis, volgo Climaci, Opera Omnia, Lutetiae, 1633 (réimprimée dans la PG 88, 579- 
1284). 


? Dans le FC, on retrouve un texte plus long : 178.10 - 188.13 de l'édition de Forbes. 
?! Signum incertum devant Ὅπου, peut-étre α΄. 

? Signum incertum aprés Νύσσης, peut-être β΄. 

3 Signum incertum après Ἄλλο. 


g) 


h) 


J) 


k) 
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dans P. VAN DEUN et C. MACÉ (éd.), Encyclopedic Trends in Byzantium ? 
Proceedings of the International Conference held in Leuven 6-8 May 2009 
(OLA, 212), Leuven, 2011, pp. 139-140. 

Sc, f. 51. Ἄλλο τοῦ Χρυσοστόμου. Ei μὲν ἐν ὕδατι µόνον ... ὑπὲρ 
ἑαυτῶν δακρύειν. 

Expliquant εἶδον γὰρ μικρὰς σταγόνας (gradus 7; PG 88, 805.38) 
FC Delta, fr. 11.1-14 

Locum non invenimus, éd. FERNÁNDEZ, Byzantine Tears, p. 139. 

Sc, f. 51". Tod ἁγίου Ἀθανασίου. Εἰσὶ yàp κράσεις τοιαῦται ... οὐ 
δύνανται. 

Expliquant ἐκ φύσεως (gradus 7; PG 88, 808.29) 

FC Delta, fr. 12.5-10 

Pseudo-Athanase d'Alexandrie, Quaestiones ad Antiochum ducem (CPG 
2257), Quaestio 80, PG 28, 648.22-28. 

Sc, f. 52". Oi yap τὸν μονήρη βίον ... ὥσπερ kai ἢ ἐλεημοσύνη. 
Expliquant πέφυκε πολλάκις τοὺς κουφοτέρους καὶ τὸ δάκρυον ἐπαί- 
ρειν (gradus 7; PG 88, 809.45-46) 

FC Delta, fr. 12.10-15 

Pseudo-Athanase d'Alexandrie, Quaestiones ad Antiochum ducem, 
Quaestio 80, PG 28, 648.30-37. 

Sc, f. 68". Ὅταν γυναικὸς μνήμη ... ἅλωνα σῆς ψυχῆς. 

Expliquant σώματα (prooemium gradus 15 ; PG 88, 880.31) 

FC Beta, fr. 10.14-28 

Évagre le Pontique, De octo spiritibus malitiae (CPG 2451), PG 79, 
1152.5-18. 

Sc, f. 69. Φίλωνος μοναχοῦ. Εἶδον κάλλος ... κατὰ διάνοιαν. 
Expliquant σώματα (prooemium gradus 15; PG 88, 880.31) 

FC Beta, fr. 7 

Basile de Césarée, Epistulae (CPG 2900), 42, 4.39-42, éd. Y. COURTONNE, 
Saint Basile. Lettres, I, Paris, 1957, p. 105. 

Sc, f. 69. Τοῦ Χρυσοστόμου. Τὸ ὄμμα ... ἐπιθυμίας ἀρχή. 
Expliquant σώματα (prooemium gradus 15 ; PG 88, 880.31) 

FC Beta, fr. 8 

Locum non invenimus. 

Sc, f. 69. Γρηγορίου τοῦ Θεολόγου. Φωτισθῶμεν τοὺς ὀφθαλμοὺς ... 
ψυχὴν ἐμολύνθημεν. 

Expliquant σώματα (prooemium gradus 15 ; PG 88, 880.31) 

FC Béta, fr. 6 

Grégoire de Nazianze, Oratio 40 (CPG 3010.40), éd. C. MORESCHINI, 
Grégoire de Nazianze. Discours 38-41 (SC, 358), Paris, 1990, pp. 284- 
286. 
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m) Sc, f. 79. Τοῦ μεγάλου Βασιλείου. Οἶδα πολλοὺς ... τοῦ ἤθους µεθι- 
σταµένου — Τὰ γὰρ καίρια ... τῷ θανάτῳ παύεται μόνῳ. 
Expliquant ποίῳ δὲ ἐγὼ ἤθει καὶ τρόπῳ (gradus 15 ; PG 88, 901.36) 
FC Sigma, cap. 3, fr. 1-2 
Basile de Césarée, Homiliae super Psalmos (CPG 2836), super Ps. I, 
PG 29, 224.51-225.3; 224.42-45; Grégoire de Nysse, De vita Moysis, 
IL, 304.5-7, éd. DANIÉLOU, p. 314. 

n) Sc, f. 79. Τοῦ Χρυσοστόμου. Ῥυχὴ εἰς συνήθειαν ... τῷ βρόμῳ συνη- 
θείσας (sic). 
Expliquant φύσει ἀγαπᾶν πέφυκα (gradus 15; PG 88, 901.40-41) 
FC Sigma, cap. 3, fr. 3 
Pseudo-Athanase d'Alexandrie, Quaestiones ad Antiochum ducem, 
Quaestio 94, PG 28, 656.25-29. 

0) Sc,f. 83. Γρηγορίου Νύσσης. Ὥσπερ ἐπὶ τῆς καθύγρου γῆς... πάθος 
ὕπνος ἐστίν. 
Expliquant ἐκ βρωμάτων (gradus 18; PG 88, 937.9) 
FC Upsilon, fr. 12 
Grégoire de Nysse, De opificio hominis, éd. FORBES, pp. 174.29 - 175.15. 


LA RELATION QUI UNIT LE MANUSCRIT SC ET LE FC?* 


Le FC et Sc partagent plusieurs variantes absentes des sources, ce qui 
témoigne clairement du lien qui existe entre ce manuscrit et le FC. On ne 
donnera que les exemples suivants : Alpha 7.14: ἑτέρου Greg. Nyss.] 
πονεροῦ FC Sc ; Béta 10.15 : ἀπαθῶς Evagr.] ἀπαθὴς FC Sc ; Béta 10.17 : 
διεγείρει Evagr.] καλεῖ FC Sc ; Béta 10.24 : καὶ Evagr.] καίει καὶ FC Sc ; 
Beta 10.18-19 : τὴν ψυχήν σου περιλαμβάνουσι τότε νόμιζε ἔξω Evagr.] 
δυνηθῇς ταῖς τῆς ψυχῆς ἐφαρμόσαι δυνάμεσιν τότε ἐν ἕξει πέπεισο FC 
Sc ; Delta 10.2: Ὡς γὰρ ἐκεῖ διὰ τῆς λύπης Greg. Nyss.] om. FC Sc; 
Delta 12.7 : πασῶν τῶν Ps.-Ath.] πασῶν σχεδὸν τῶν FC Sc ; Delta 12.9 : 
ξηροτάτης Ps.-Ath.] σκληρότητος FC Sc ; Sigma cap. 3 fr. 2: πονηρὰ 
Greg. Nyss.] καίρια FC Sc ; Sigma cap. 3 fr. 3 : ἅπαξ τῶν καιρίων κατα- 
κρατήσῃ Greg. Nyss.] τῆς ψυχῆς κατακρατήσῃ FC Sc; Upsilon 12.1: 
Καθάπερ γὰρ ἐκ τῆς διαβρόχου γῆς ὅταν Greg. Nyss.] Ὥσπερ ἐπὶ τῆς 
καθύγρου γῆς ἐπειδὰν FC Sc ; Upsilon 12.3 : τροφῆς ἔσωθεν Greg. Nyss.] 
τροφῆς FC Sc; 12.9 : μηχανικῆς Greg. Nyss.] μηχανικῆς ἢ FC Sc. 

Quand FC et Sc s'opposent, c'est le florilége qui s'accorde avec la source. 
Voici les cas suivants : Alpha 7.2-3: εἰς ἁμαρτίαν τῆς φύσεως FC (cum 


?* Pour notre analyse textuelle, nous avons collationné la totalité des scholies qui se lisent 
également dans le FC. 
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Greg. Nyss.)] τῆς φύσεως eig ἁμαρτίαν Sc ; Alpha 7.5: παρακαθιστᾶν εἰς 
FC (cum Greg. Nyss.)] παρακαθιστᾶν ἔθετο εἰς Sc ; Beta 10.1-14: Μορφὴ — 
πονηρίαν FC (cum Evagr.)] om. Sc ; Béta 10.28-30: Ὥσπερ -- ἐπιθυμίαν 
FC (cum Evagr.)] om. Sc ; Delta 12.1-5: Τινὲς — οὕτως FC (cum Ps.-Ath.)] 
om. Sc ; Delta 12.10: Ταῦτα — διαγόντων FC (cum Ps.-Ath.)] om. Sc ; 
Delta 12.12 : Πλὴν πολλή τις FC (cum Ps.-Ath.)] πολλὴ τοῖς Sc ; Delta 
12.13-14: τινὲς — θηρώμενοι FC (cum Ps.-Ath.)] om. Sc ; Omikron cap. 8 
fr. 1: τινος μνημονικοῦ FC (cum Greg. Nyss.)] μνημονικὰ Sc ; Upsilon 
12.2: ἀνέλκονται FC (cum Greg. Nyss.)] ἕλκονται Sc ; Upsilon 12.10: λέγω 
βάρους FC (cum Greg. Nyss.)] transp. Sc. Le cas opposé, à savoir l'accord 
entre Sc et la source contre le FC, se retrouve une seule fois, mais cette 
variante n'a pas de poids stemmatique : Ὥσπερ γὰρ (yàp à Evagr.) σύμμε- 
τρος Sc (cum Evagr.)] Ὥσπερ σύμμετρος FC (Beta 10.23). 

Cette analyse nous améne à conclure que le manuscrit Sc dépend d'une 
version du FC. 


SC ET LES VERSIONS ET MANUSCRITS EXISTANTS DU FC 


Sc cite deux extraits qui ne se lisent pas dans le FC III: Beta fr. 10 et 
Delta fr. 11 ; de plus, Sc ne contient pas une variante importante caractéri- 
sant cette branche du florilège : οἷόν τι καὶ ἐπὶ πασῶν σχεδὸν FC I-II Sc] 
οἷόν τι σχεδὸν καὶ ἐπὶ πασῶν FC III (Delta 12.7). Par conséquent, il faut 
exclure la possibilité qu'un témoin appartenant au FC III ait été le modele 
de Sc. Quant aux manuscrits qui remontent plus haut dans le stemma codi- 
cum que le FC ΠΠ, les manuscrits A C et B pourraient être pris en considé- 
ration comme modéles de Sc, puisqu'ils sont les seuls à étre plus anciens 
que Sc et qu'ils transmettent tous les extraits du FC conservés en Sc.” Mais, 
l'étude du texte nous a montré clairement qu'aucun de ces manuscrits n'a 
été le modéle de Sc, étant donné qu'ils possédent tous des erreurs et variantes 
individuelles qui ne se lisent pas en Sc. Les témoins A et Sc ont huit frag- 
ments en commun.” En A, on lit deux leçons fautives, non attestées en Sc : 
Delta 11.9 : ἐγενήθη γὰρ FC Sc] ἐγεννήθη A ; Delta 11.28 : ὀχετοῦ FC Sc] 
om. A. Dans les extraits communs à C B et à Sc, les manuscrits C et B 
contiennent plusieurs variantes qui les isolent de tout le reste de la tradition 
et qui ne se retrouvent pas en Sc. Voici les exemples les plus probants : 


25 Actuellement, le manuscrit C est le seul à avoir conservé tous les fragments du FC cités 
dans Sc ; en effet, on sait que les codex A et B ont subi des pertes et ils s'arrétent, respecti- 
vement, aux livres Omikron (cap. 7) et Tau (cap. 1). 

26 Τα comparaison entre Sc et A se limite aux extraits conservés dans les Lettres Alpha 
(fr. 7), Béta (fr. 6-8 et 10) et Delta (fr. 9-12) (voir la note précédente). 
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Alpha 7.2: φησι FC Se] φασι C B ; Delta 11.28 : ὡς FC Sc] om. CB; 
Delta 12.7 : εὐθέως FC Sc] εὐθὺς C B ; Delta 12.11 : μετιόντες πολλάκις 
(πολλοὶ Sc)] transp. C B ; Omikron cap. 8 fr. 1 : kai τῶν κατὰ διάνοιαν 
ἐνεργουμένων FC III Sc (cum Greg. Nyss.)] καὶ τὴν διάνοιαν ἐνεργουμέ- 
vov C B (fr. deest in FC Ι΄“); Sigma cap. 3 fr. 3 : καταφρονοῦσα FC III Sc 
(cum Ps.-Ath.)] καὶ φρονοῦσα C B (fr. deest in FC 1“), 

Il semble donc qu'on ne puisse pas trouver la source de Sc à l'intérieur 
ni de la deuxiéme, ni de la troisiéme recension du florilége. Néanmoins, 
le modele perdu de Sc fut, fort probablement, un manuscrit contenant la 
version de l’hyparchétype commun à FC I et II, comme en témoigne l'erreur 
conjonctive suivante : τετμημένου καὶ ὄντος ξηροῦ FC I (recte)] tetun- 
κότος εἶναι ξηρὸν C B X Sc (fr. deest in FC III) (Delta 11.17). 

Il est intéressant de comparer Sc avec la recension mixte attestée par 
l’Arhous, Lavras B 43 (R).2 Une parenté est suggérée par les erreurs sui- 
vantes, communes aux deux manuscrits :? Delta 10.3 : ἐκχυνόμενον FC] 
ἐκχεόμενον R Sc (et X E G), ἐκχυόμενον (sic) C ; Delta 11.5 : προσγινό- 
μενον FC I] προσγενόμενον R Sc, om. FC II X (fr. deest in FC III) ; Delta 
11.7 : ψυχὴν FC III] ἡμῶν add. R Sc (fr. deest in FC ΠΠ. Ce qui semble 
clair également, c'est que Sc et R ne dépendent pas l’un de l'autre ; en effet, 
à certains endroits, la version de Sc est meilleure à celle de R ; on citera ici 
comme exemples : Delta 11.11-12 : gi — ἀλλοτρίου FC Sc] om. R ; Delta 
11.15-30 : Καὶ — ἁμαρτίας FC Sc] om. R ; Delta 12.5-16 : εἰσὶ — &Agn- 
μοσύνη FC Sc] om. R. À son tour, ὃς ne peut pas être le modèle de R, 
puisqu'à plusieurs reprises, Sc contient des erreurs qui sont absentes de R et 
du FC : Delta 10.2: Μύουσι FC R] ἁλύουσι Sc ; Delta 11.4 : καὶ FC R] 
om. Sc ; Delta 11.13-14 : δεῖ ἡμᾶς FC R] transp. δε; Delta 12.1-4 : Τινὲς — 
δύανανται FC R] om. Sc. 


27 Dans les extraits actuellement conservés en Sc et dans les trois recensions du FC, ce cas 
constitue la seule leçon fautive individualisant la branche FC I-III. 

35 Le manuscrit R (XII siècle) est un témoin partiel du FC : le copiste anonyme qui l'a 
transcrit, a inséré un nombre d'extraits du FC dans une nouvelle anthologie qu'il a compi- 
lée lui-même ; à ce propos, lire R. CEULEMANS, Cosmological Questions Answered through 
Severian of Gabala in the Athonensis, Lavras B 43 (Eustratiadis /63), dans B. DEMULDER — 
P. VAN DEUN (éd.), Questioning the World. Greek Patristic and Byzantine Question and 
Answer Literature, Turnhout (sous presse dans la série Lectio Studies on the Transmission 
of Texts and Ideas). Pour ce qui est de la « recension mixte » attestée par R, lire tout par- 
ticulièrement FERNANDEZ, Florilegium Coislinianum A, pp. CII-CIV ; on consultera également 
CEULEMANS et alii, Lettre Eta [voir n. 2], pp. 82-83 ; CEULEMANS et alii, Lettre Y [voir n. 12], 
p. 56 ; R. CEULEMANS - J. P. MAKSIMCZUK — P. VAN DEUN - Ch. ΟΑΖΖΙΝΙ, La Lettre Rhö du 
Florilége Coislin, dans Byz, 87 (2017), pp. 147-148 ; MAKSIMCZUK, Books 4-Z [voir n. 1], 
p. ο. 
? Malheureusement, la comparaison entre les versions de Sc et de R doit se limiter à 
l'étude des fragments 9-12 de la Lettre Delta. 


LA LETTRE UPSILON DU FLORILÉGE COISLIN 373 


Pour conclure, les liens qui unissent Sc, R et l'hyparchétype de FC II-III, 


peuvent étre visualisés comme suit, sous toutes réserves il est vrai : 
* 


= FC III 


XII Sc R 


SELECTION ET INTEGRATION DES CITATIONS DU FC DANS SC 


La section qui suit ci-dessous, se concentre sur l’origine des scholies que 
le manuscrit Sc a puisées à un exemplaire du FC. Contrairement à la plupart 
des notes explicatives en Sc (qui appartiennent à une tradition bien connue 
d'annotations marginales, qui est conservée au moins dans 17 témoins de la 
Scala)” les scholies provenant du FC se retrouvent en Sc seul.?' Cela nous 


30 On sait que les scholies sur la Scala se divisent en deux collections majeures, témoignant 
de deux étapes rédactionnelles : le Corpus A (présent dans 133 manuscrits identifiés sur 
258 codex examinés) d'un cóté, et le Corpus AB (conservé dans 17 manuscrits identifiés) de 
l'autre. Les scholies du Corpus A apparaissent dans les manuscrits de la Scala à partir de la 
seconde moitié du X* siécle et se présentent principalement comme des commentaires expli- 
catifs et des gloses lexicales. Le Corpus AB enrichit le Corpus A par l'ajout de nombreuses 
citations patristiques. Bien que Sc soit le témoin le plus ancien du Corpus AB (à ce propos, 
on consultera VENETSKOV, L'Échelle de Jean du Sinai [voir n. 15], pp. 194-240), il constitue 
un témoin particulier : comme on le constatera, la composition des scholies y est complexe, 
ce qui refléte différentes étapes dans la création d'une collection unique, qui se révéle étre 
plus large que celle du Corpus AB. 

31 Cette découverte a été possible grâce à la comparaison faite avec plusieurs manuscrits 
qui renferment le Corpus AB (plus particuliérement, Monacensis gr. 297 ; Oxonienses, Aedis 
Christi gr. 74 et 80 ; Parisinus, Coislinianus 264 ; Vaticanus gr. 410) et le texte du Commen- 
taire d’Elie de Cröte (par exemple Arhous, Vatopedi 351, Hiersolymitanus, Sancti Sepulchri 
26 et Laurentianus, Plut. 9.11). On a découvert que les fragments 10 de la Lettre Delta et 12 
de la Lettre Upsilon du FC, dans lesquels on lit deux extraits tirés du De opificio hominis de 
Grégoire de Nysse, se retrouvent également dans le Commentaire d'Élie (voir VENETSKOV, 
L'Échelle de Jean du Sinai [voir n. 15], pp. 303-304 et 350 respectivement). Mais, il est clair 
que toute relation entre Élie et les scholies que le copiste de Sc a prises au FC, est exclue ; 
en effet, Elie, qui semble avoir puisé directement à l’œuvre de Grégoire, cite plusieurs lignes 
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amene à supposer que les notes marginales dérivant du FC consistent en des 
ajouts que le copiste du codex a faits de maniére indépendante par rapport 
à la tradition des scholies de la Scala. 

Le copiste-scholiaste semble avoir tiré des extraits du FC d'un manuscrit 
qui contenait l'anthologie en entier ; en effet, dans plusieurs cas, il a relié 
des extraits du FC à des sections de la Scala qui sont citées dans le méme 
chapitre ou dans la méme Lettre du florilége, comme en témoignent les 
exemples suivants : 


FC Delta fr. 12.5-10 : en Sc, à propos de PG 88, 808.29, cité dans FC Delta 
fr. 13 (cap. 10). 

FC Delta fr. 12.10-15 : en Sc, à propos de PG 88, 809.45-46, cité dans 
FC Delta fr. 13 (cap. 10). 

FC Omikron cap. 8 fr. 1: en Sc, à propos de PG 88, 669.31, cité dans 
FC Omikron cap. 10, fr. 1. 

FC Sigma cap. 3 fr. 1-3: en Sc, à propos de PG 88, 901.36, cité dans 
FC Sigma cap. 4, fr. 1. 

FC Upsilon fr. 12 (cap. 2): en Sc, à propos de PG 88, 937.7 cité dans 
FC Upsilon fr. 11 (cap. 2). 


Les autres scholies ont été mises en paralléle avec des passages de la 
Scala qui ne sont pas cités dans le florilége. Dans ce cas, le scholiaste de Sc 
a été guidé par un choix plutót thématique basé sur la lecture du FC et de 
la Scala. Par exemple, trois citations (FC Béta fr. 6-8, 10.14-28) portant 
sur les passions du corps, ont été ajoutées au début du 15* degré, et sont 
précédées d'une introduction intitulée Προοίμιον τοῦ περὶ ἐνσωμάτων καὶ 
ἀσωμάτων ἀνθρώπων λόγου. Une autre citation (FC Alpha fr. 7), qui se lit 
dans le troisiéme chapitre de la Lettre Alpha du FC, intitulé Ἀπόδειξις ὅτι 
ἀγγέλους φύλακας ἡμῖν ἔδωκεν ὃ Θεός, commente le passage de Climaque 
où celui-ci évoque l'ange-gardien : καὶ πάντως αἰδεσθήσεταί σου τὴν To- 
μονὴν ὃ φυλάσσων σε ἄγγελος (- PG 88, 777.50-51). La plupart des scho- 
lies sur la Scala qu'on trouve en Sc, sont numérotées, selon une numérota- 
tion qui reprend à chaque degré et est utilisée comme un vrai systéme de 
référence : les chiffres indiquent clairement à quel passage du texte principal 
chaque scholie se rattache. On notera toutefois que certaines scholies n'ont 
pas recu de chiffre et qu'elles se rapprochent du texte principal à l’aide de 
signes de renvoi (tels que de petites lignes et des obeloi); cela est précisé- 
ment le cas des scholies tirées du FC ;? de plus, ces signes de renvoi sont 


du texte grégorien, complétement absentes du FC et du manuscrit Sc. De plus, trés souvent, 
le texte d’Elie est plus correct que celui du FC et de Sc. 

32 Les seules exceptions constituent les extraits 1-2 du troisième chapitre de la Lettre 
Sigma ; on y reviendra ci-dessous (voir la n. 39). 
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écrits en orange, tandis que la plupart des scholies ont une numération ou 
les signes en rouge. Ces caractéristiques, tout comme le fait que certaines 
scholies sont étrangement situées dans les marges de Sc,** suggèrent que les 
scholies tirées du FC (ainsi que la plupart des scholies non numérotées en 
général) constituent des ajouts postérieurs par rapport à la collection princi- 
pale. Selon cette hypothése, le copiste les aurait ajoutées aprés avoir copié 
en un premier temps les scholies numérotées. L'agencement de FC Béta 
10.14-28 constitue un exemple excellent de ce procédé. Cette scholie se 
trouve, sans aucune numérotation, dans la marge inférieure du f. 68" et se 
rattache à un mot (σώματα) qu'on lit au début du gradus 15 (f. 68"). Dans 
la marge externe du f. 69, on trouve huit scholies, dont la premiére explique 
un mot qui se lit à la 9* ligne du méme folio ; on notera également que cette 
scholie a recu le numéro α΄ comme s'il s'agissait de la premiere scholie du 
gradus 15.* En effet, cette scholie (numérotée α΄) fait partie du corpus de 
scholies bien connu qui se trouve dans plusieurs autres manuscrits de la 
Scala.? Il est donc fort probable que le copiste-scholiaste, aprés avoir copié 
les scholies numérotées du gradus 15 (ou plus vraisemblablement l'en- 
semble des scholies de la Scala), a complété ce corpus principal en ajoutant 
d'autres notes marginales, qu'il a puisées à des sources différentes, parmi 
lesquelles le FC. Il est évident qu'il ne voulait pas toucher à la numérotation 
du corpus principal, et c'est pour cette raison qu'il n'a pas attribué de numé- 
ros à ces citations supplémentaires ; au lieu de cela, il a pourvu les nouvelles 
scholies de signes de renvoi. 

Un autre exemple éclairant la facon de procéder du scholiaste, est celui 
de FC Alpha fr. 7. En Sc, on retrouve cet extrait, sans aucune numérotation, 
dans la marge inférieure du f. 45", mais il se réfère à un mot (ἄγγελος) ἃ la 
4* ligne du méme folio (qui compte 25 lignes). Cette scholie est précédée 
de quatre autres, dont trois sont numérotées (λβ’-λδ΄) et placées l’une après 
l’autre dans la marge supérieure du f. 45", et une, non numérotée, écrite dans 
la marge externe du méme folio. Les scholies numérotées, appartenant au 
corpus traditionnel de scholies de la Scala, sont disposées suivant l'ordre 
des mots auxquels elles se référent dans le texte de la Scala. En revanche, 


33 FC Alpha, le fragment 7 a été copié dans la marge inférieure du f. 45", mais se réfère à 
un mot qu'on lit à la 4* des 25 lignes de la page (cf. infra) ; Delta, les lignes 1-14 du fragment 
11 se trouvent au f. 51, mais expliquent un mot qui se lit au f. 50" ; Delta, le fragment 12.5-10 
débute dans la derniére partie de la marge supérieure du f. 51" et se poursuit dans la marge 
intérieure du méme folio ; Béta, les fragments 6-8 se rattachent à un mot qui se trouve au f. 68", 
mais ont été copiés au f. 69. 

34 Les quatre scholies suivantes sont également numérotées (β΄-ε7), tandis que les trois 
derniéres scholies n'ont pas recu de numérotation (il s'agit du FC, Lettre Béta, extraits 6-8). 

35 Par ex. dans le Vaticanus gr. 410 (f. 204"), comme premiere note marginale du gradus 15. 
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la note non numérotée explique un mot (κριμάτων) qui se lit au f. 45.36 
On peut se poser la question pour quelle raison les scholies λγ΄ et λδ΄, se 
référant, respectivement, à des mots aux ll. 9 et 20, précédent le texte de FC 
Alpha fr. 7, qui explique un passage de la 1. 4, ou encore pourquoi une note 
qui est censée expliquer un mot au f. 45, a été copiée au f. 45". Il est bien 
probable que le copiste a d'abord écrit les scholies λ.β΄-λδ΄, qu'il a trouvées 
dans son modèle de la Scala.?" Aprés avoir transcrit toutes les scholies numé- 
rotées du gradus (ou de toute la Scala), le copiste a complété cette premiere 
série avec des annotations supplémentaires. Le f. 45 recto suscite toutefois 
quelques problémes : le copiste voulait ajouter une note explicative sur le 
mot κριμάτων, mais toutes les marges étant déjà occupées de quatre scholies 
appartenant à la collection principale (numéros kn -2a),* il était obligé de 
mettre la nouvelle scholie sur l'endroit libre le plus proche, c'est-à-dire au 
verso du folio. Finalement, le copiste-scholiaste a ajouté le texte de FC Alpha 
fr. 7 dans le seul espace encore libre dans la marge du folio 45", à savoir la 
marge inférieure.?? 

Résumons nos conclusions. En Sc, on distingue deux collections de scho- 
lies qui accompagnent le texte de la Scala, toutes deux transcrites par le 
copiste du manuscrit. Presque toutes les scholies numérotées appartiennent 
au corpus des scholies transmis dans plusieurs autres témoins de la Scala (on 
peut s'imaginer que le copiste les a trouvées dans le manuscrit de la Scala 
qu'il a utilisé comme modele). En revanche, les scholies non numérotées 
constituent des ajouts postérieurs à partir de sources différentes. Une de ces 
sources a été, sans aucun doute, un exemplaire du FC, qui contenait, trés 
vraisemblablement, le florilége dans son intégralité. Bien qu'il ne nous ait 
pas été possible de mettre en relation Sc avec un des manuscrits connus du 
florilége, l'étude du texte démontre que son modéle perdu se rattache à la 
méme branche que FC I-II, et qu'il peut être un témoin de la « recension 
mixte », dont témoigne également le codex R. 


36 La note marginale en question est précédée des mots suivants : ζήτει ὅπου τὸ παρὸν 
σημεῖον (cf. l'édition dans VENETSKOV, L'Échelle de Jean du Sinai [voir n. 15], p. 297). 

37 Elles font partie du corpus des scholies de la Scala : scholie λβ΄ est conservée dans le 
Coisl. 264 (f. 74), tandis que les scholies Ay’-Aö’ se lisent dans l'édition de Rader (PG 88, 792 : 
scholia κε’ and xc’). 

38 Toutes ces scholies appartiennent également au corpus et sont éditées par Rader (cf. 
PG 88, 789.29-31 ; 789.32-40 ; 789.41-46 ; 792.10-18 ; 789.47-792.9). 

32 Deux scholies transcrites dans la marge supérieure du f. 79 et provenant de la Lettre 
Sigma du FC (cap. 3, fr. 1-2), ont été numérotées (οδ΄). Néanmoins, une étude de Se sur place 
nous a montré qu’originellement, le numéro οδ΄ était destiné à une autre scholie, qui se lit 
dans la marge extérieure du f. 79 et fait partie du corpus de scholies sur la Scala. Le scribe 
de Sc a effacé ce chiffre initial et l'a recopié en le liant aux fr. 1-2 du troisiéme chapitre de 
la Lettre Sigma du FC. Une autre scholie, tirée du FC, Lettre Delta, fr. 12.10-15, est rattachée 
au texte de la Scala par un numéro (kf) ; ce méme chiffre se retrouve une seconde fois, lié 
à une scholie qui est copiée sur le méme folio (f. 52") et fait partie du corpus traditionnel. 
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CONTENU 


Le stoicheion Upsilon ne contient que quatre chapitres, qui ἃ leur tour 
renferment 10, 2, 2 et 1 extraits respectivement. Voici les titres de ces quatre 
sections : περὶ ὑπερηφάνων, περὶ ὕπνου, περὶ ὑποκριτῶν et περὶ ὑπακοῆς. 

Le premier chapitre renferme 8 extraits tirés de l'Ancien Testament, ainsi 
qu'une phrase de Grégoire de Nazianze (Oratio 44, In novam dominicam) 
et une dizaine de lignes prises au De octo spiritibus malitiae d'Évagre le 
Pontique. On notera qu'il s'agit de deux sources patristiques auxquelles le 
compilateur du FC a puisé réguliérement. En effet, d'autres morceaux de 
l'Oratio 44 de Grégoire, cités sous le lemme Γρηγορίου τοῦ Θεολόγου, se 
lisent dans les Lettres suivantes : Alpha 20, Béta 17 et Epsilon 24.3-4 et 
30.4-5. De l'ouvrage évagrien, on retrouve trois autres extraits, toujours 
attribués à Νείλου ou Νείλου μοναχοῦ : Béta 9 et 10; Gamma 20. 

La deuxiéme section de la Lettre Upsilon renferme un petit morceau pris 
à la Scala de Jean du Sinai, ainsi qu'une bonne dizaine de lignes du De 
opificio hominis de Grégoire de Nysse. On notera que tant la Scala que le 
De opificio hominis ont été des textes préférés du FC ; quant à l'ouvrage 
grégorien, il se lit également dans les Lettres Alpha 23.1-16 et 32.1-31, 
Gamma 23.1-10, Delta 10.1-8, Eta 12.1-67, sous l'attribution trompeuse 
Γρηγορίου τοῦ Θεολόγου, Kappa cap. 2 fr. 7 et Lambda cap. 3 fr. 1. 

L'Échelle de Jean du Sinai est omniprésente dans le FC. En effet, dans 
11 Lettres (Gamma, Delta, Théta, Kappa, Omikron, Pi, Rhó, Sigma, Upsilon, 
Phi et Psi), se rencontrent 15 citations de Jean Climaque (attribution : Ἰωάν- 
νου τῆς Κλίµακος ou simplement τῆς Κλίµακος), tirées des degrés 1, 3, 4, 
7, 8, 10, 12, 14, 15, 16, 19 et 21 de la Scala ; le volume des passages 
choisis est trés variable, les citations pouvant s'étendre de deux lignes à plus 
d'une page de texte grec. En voici l'inventaire : 


Ὁ ἄγαμος ἐν τῷ κόσμῳ ... τοῖς δεσμοῖς περικειμένῳ ἔοικε (1% degré ; 

cf. PG 88, 640.22-24.26-27) dans la Lettre Pi (non éditée) ; 

- Ὁ τοῖς ὀνείροις πιστεύων ... τῷ τὴν σκιὰν αὐτοῦ καταδιώκοντι 
(seconde partie du 3° degré ; cf. PG 88, 669.31-33, 672.17) dans la Lettre 
Omikron (non éditée) ; 

- Ὑπακοή ἐστιν ἄρνησις ... ἔγερσις ταπεινώσεως (4° degré ; cf. PG 88, 
680.1-9) dans la Lettre Upsilon (fr. 15) ; 

— Μείζων τοῦ βαπτίσματος ... διόπερ καί τισιν οὐ δίδοται (7° degré ; PG 

88, 804.14-24, 808.28-31, 809.45-46) dans la Lettre Delta (ch. 10, fr. 13) ; 


40 On notera que l'extrait qu'on lit dans la Lettre Upsilon (PG 36, 616.25), précéde 
immédiatement les deux morceaux cités dans la Lettre Epsilon (PG 36, 616.28-30 et 26-28, 
respectivement) ; il s'agit donc d'un passage grégorien qui a plu au compilateur du FC. 
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- Τινὲς εὐμετάβλητοι ἐκ θυμοῦ ... f] ῥοπὴ τοῦ θυμοῦ αὐτοῦ πτῶσις αὐτοῦ 
(8° degré ; PG 88, 828.48-51, 829.20-21) dans la Lettre Theta (fr. 9) ; 

- Μηδέποτε αἰδεσθῇς ... καὶ μὴ σκῶπτε τὸν ἄνδρα (10° degré ; PG 88, 
848.2-7, 845.38-42.44-45) dans la Lettre Kappa (non éditée) ; 

— 1. Γέννημα μὲν σιδήρου καὶ λίθου ... ὧν τί γένοιτ᾽ ἂν ἀλογώτερον; 
2. Ὁ φόβον Κυρίου κτησάµενος.... οὐ δυνήσεται/δύναται ψεύσασθαι 
3. Ὑπόκρισίς ἐστι μήτηρ ψεύδους ... κεκολασμένον ὅρκον (12° degré ; cf. 
ΡΟ 88, 853.46-856.9, 856.25-46, 856.22-25) ; ces trois citations se lisent 
respectivement dans les Lettres Psi (les fr. 13 et 14) et Upsilon (fr. 14) 
du FC 

- Γαστριµαργία ἐστὶ καρυκείας δημιουργός ... πάθους δοῦλος ἐγένετο 
(145 degré ; PG 88, 864.35-37, 864.44-53) dans la Lettre Gamma (fr. 22) ; 

— 1. Τινὲς ἐκ βρωμάτων μόνον ... ὑψηλοτάτην κτήσηται ταπείνωσιν 2. 
Ποίῳ δὲ ἐγὼ ἤθει ... ἐμοῦ τὴν κεφαλὴν ἀπέκοψας (15° degré ; PG 88, 
889.49-892.13, 901.36-904.22) : ces deux longues citations se trouvent 
respectivement dans les Lettres Rhó (fr. 1) et Sigma (non édité) ; 

— Φιλαργυρία ἐστὶν εἰδώλων ... διηκόνησαν ἐμοὶ καὶ τοῖς σὺν ἐμοί 
(16° degré ; cf. PG 88, 924.37-925.9) dans la Lettre Phi (non éditée) ; 

- Ὕπνος ἐστὶ φύσεως ποσῶς σύστασις ... χαλεπὸν γὰρ συνήθειαν μακρὰν 
ἰάσασθαι (19° degré ; PG 88, 937.6-13.15) dans la Lettre Upsilon (fr. 11) ; 

— Κενοδοξία ἐστὶ κατὰ μὲν τὸ εἶδος ... καὶ τοὺς νυστακτὰς ἀγρύπνους 
(225 degré ; PG 88, 949.12-17, 949.26-46, 952.41-43) dans la Lettre Kappa 
(non éditée). 


Le troisiéme chapitre de la Lettre Upsilon contient un extrait chrysostomien 
et un morceau de Jean Climaque (12* degré ; PG 88, 856.22-25). Pour ce 
qui est de Jean Chrysostome, il s'agit d'un extrait, assez long, tiré de son 
De Lazaro (CPG 4329), un texte que le compilateur du FC a largement utilisé 
dans la Lettre Alpha fr. 54-57, ainsi que dans la Lettre Zéta 5. 
Finalement, dans le quatriéme chapitre de la Lettre Upsilon, on lit de 
nouveau un extrait de Jean Climaque (4° degré ; cf. PG 88, 680.1-9) 


COMPARAISON AVEC D'AUTRES FLORILEGES 


Le FC et les Sacra 


Comme on le sait, les Sacra (CPG 8056) constituent un florilége monu- 
mental compilé au VII siècle par un certain moine Jean qui a été faussement 
identifié avec Jean Damascéne.*! La rédaction primitive, aujourd'hui perdue 


^! Voir J. H. DECLERCK, Les Sacra Parallela nettement antérieurs à Jean Damascéne : 
retour à la datation de Michel Le Quien, dans Byz, 85 (2015), pp. 27-65. 
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malheureusement, contenait trois livres : le premier portait sur Dieu, le deu- 
xiéme sur l'homme et le dernier confrontait un nombre de lieux paralléles. 
Une grande partie de la rédaction originale a survécu dans plusieurs floriléges 
qui dépendent de ce modéle commun, soit en entier, soit partiellement. Dans 
son étude innovatrice, J. H. Declerck distingue trois types d'anthologies : 
1) floriléges qui représentent un des trois livres ; 2) floriléges qui renferment 
un mélange des trois livres ; 3) floriléges hybrides.*? 

La seule édition intégrale disponible d'un florilége descendant des Sacra 
a longtemps été celle réalisée par M. Le Quien en 1712 du Florilegium 
Vaticanum (désormais FlorVat), une anthologie compilée sur la base des 
trois livres des Sacra.” Tout récemment, on pouvait saluer la publication de 
deux recensions du deuxiéme livre des Sacra, par les soins de T. Thum et 
de J. H. Declerck.* 

La parenté entre le FC et les Sacra avait déjà été signalée par M. Richard 
dans son article sur les floriléges spirituels grecs. Selon lui, le compilateur 
du FC a combiné des fragments originaux du FC (ce qu'il a appelé « le 
premier élément » de l'anthologie) avec du matériel tiré d'une seule ou de 
plusieurs versions des Sacra (plus vraisemblablement le FlorVat).* Dans 
nos publications antérieures, on a démontré que le FC dépend partiellement 
d'une version des Sacra (proche du FlorVat).* Mais, pour ce qui est de la 
Lettre Upsilon, la situation est moins claire que pour les autres parties du 
florilége ; en effet, seul le premier chapitre de la Lettre Upsilon dépend des 
Sacra.^ Ce chapitre n'a pas de parallèles dans les versions éditées par Thum 
et Declerck, mais se lit dans l'édition du FlorVat établie par Le Quien, oü 


22 DECLERCK, Sacra Parallela [voir n. 41], pp. 33-34. 

55 Michel Le Quien, Sancti patris nostri Joannis Damasceni ... opera omnia quae exstant 
et ejus nomine circumferuntur, Il, Parisiis, 1712, pp. 278-730 (= PG 95, coll. 1040-1588 et 
PG 96, coll. 9-441). Le Quien a basé son édition sur une transcription d'un codex deterior, le 
Vaticanus gr. 1236, du XV* ou du XVI" siècle. 

4 T. THUM, Die Schriften des Johannes von Damaskos, VIII/A-5, Iohannis monachi (VII 
saeculo ineunte) Sacra olim Iohanni Damasceno attributa. Liber II. De rerum humanarum 
natura et statu. Erste Rezension (PTS, 74-75), Berlin — Boston, 2018; 1. H. DECLERCK, Die 
Schriften des Johannes von Damaskos, Ν Π1/6-7. Iohannis monachi (VII saeculo ineunte) Sacra 
olim Iohanni Damasceno attributa. Liber II. De rerum humanarum natura et statu. Zweite 
Rezension (PTS, 76-77), Berlin — Boston, 2018. 

45 M. RICHARD, Floriléges spirituels grecs, in DSp, fasc. 33-34, Paris, 1962, coll. 485-486 
(= M. RICHARD, Opera minora, I, Turnhout 1976, n° 1). 

36 Voir FERNÁNDEZ, Book Alpha [voir n. 1], pp. XXXII-XLIV ; MAKSIMCZUK, Books A-Z 
[voir n. 1], pp. CXVI-CXXI ; T. FERNANDEZ, The Florilegium Coislinianum and Byzantine Ency- 
clopaedism, in S. NEOCLEOUS (éd.), Sailing to Byzantium. Papers from the First and Second 
Post-Graduate Forums in Byzantine Studies, Newcastle upon Tyne, 2009, pp. 127-144. Consul- 
ter également I. DE Vos — E. GELEN - C. Macé - P. VAN DEUN, L'art de compiler à Byzance: 
la lettre I du Florilège Coislin, dans Byz, 78 (2008), pp. 173-177 ; CEULEMANS et alii, Lettre 
O [voir n. 2], pp. 103-107 ; CEULEMANS et alii, Lettre N [voir n. 1], pp. 110-112. 

47 Richard (Florileges spirituels grecs [voir n. 45], col. 486) considérait ce chapitre comme 
étant un des chapitres “purement damascéniens”. 
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il constitue le chapitre 11 de la Lettre Upsilon, sous le titre Περὶ ὑπερη- 
pávov, καὶ σοβαρῶν, καὶ ἀλαζόνων, καὶ κενοδόζων. Dans le FC, on lit 
trois lieux paralléles avec ce chapitre du FlorVat : Upsilon fr. 1, 4 et 5.1 (= 
Iob 40.11-13, Abd. 3-4, et Is. 13.11). Dans le deuxiéme chapitre de la Lettre 
Mu du FlorVat (Περὶ µισοπονηρίας, καὶ τῶν ἀπαρεσκόντων Θεῷ), on 
trouve un autre fragment cité dans le premier chapitre de la Lettre Upsilon 
du FC : fr. 8.1-2 (= Sir. 10.7). Wahl nous apprend en outre que trois autres 
fragments de FC Upsilon, cap. 1, font partie du FlorVat Upsilon, cap. 11: 
FC fr. 3, 5.1-2 et 8.2-3 (Ξ Prov. 16.5, Is. 29.20, Sir. 1.30, 10.7 et 10.9). 
Les fragments communs au premier chapitre de la Lettre Upsilon du FC et 
au FlorVat, sont donc : FC Upsilon, fr. 1, 3-5 et 8. 

Une étude comparative de ces floriléges a permis de confirmer la 
parenté sur base de lecons communes, distinctes de celles des sources tex- 
tuelles.* 


Iob 40.11-13 (fr. 1) 


LXX πᾶν δὲ ὑβριστὴν ταπείνωσον, ὑπερήφανον δὲ σβέσον, σῆψον 
δὲ ἀσεβεῖς παραχρῆμα, κρύψον δὲ εἰς γῆν ἔξω ὅμοθυμα- 
δόν, τὰ δὲ πρόσωπα αὐτῶν ἀτιμίας ἔμπλησον. 

FC Πάντα ὑβριστὴν ταπείνωσον, ὑπερήφανον σβέσον: τὰ δὲ 
πρόσωπα αὐτῶν ἀτιμίας πλῆσον. 

FlorVat"9 96 Πάντα ὑβριστὴν ταπείνωσον, ὑπερήφανον δὲ σβέσον: σῆψον 
δὲ ἀσεβεῖς παραχρῆμα, τὰ δὲ πρόσωπα αὐτῶν ἀτιμίας 
ἔμπλησον. 


Abd. 3-4 (fr. 4) 


LXX λέγων ἐν τῇ καρδίᾳ αὐτοῦ Τίς µε κατάξει ἐπὶ τὴν γῆν; Ἐὰν 
μετεωρισθῇς ὡς ἀετὸς καὶ ἐὰν ἀνὰ μέσον τῶν ἄστρων 
θῇς νοσσιάν σου, ἐκεῖθεν κατάξω σε, λέγει κύριος. 


Ες Ἐὰν μετεωρισθῇς ὡς ἀετὸς καὶ ἐὰν ἀναμέσον τῶν ἄστρων 
θῇς νοσσιάν, ἐκεῖθεν κατάξω σε, λέγει Κύριος. Οὐαὶ ὃ 
λέγων Ev τῇ καρδίᾳ αὐτοῦ: Τίς µε κατάξει ἐπὶ τὴν γῆν; 

FlorVat’® ?6 Ἔὰν μετεωρισθῇς ὡς ἀετός, καὶ ἐὰν ἀναμέσον τῶν ἄστρων 
θῇς νοσσιάν σου, ἐκεῖθεν κατάξω σε, λέγει Κύριος. Οὐαὶ 
6 λέγων ἐν τῇ καρδίᾳ αὐτοῦ, Τίς µε κατάξει ἐπὶ τὴν γῆν; 


48 Pour notre analyse textuelle, nous n'avons pris en considération que les fragments édités par 
Le Quien ; dans la mesure du possible, nous les avons comparés avec les collations d'Otto Wahl. 
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Is. 13.11 (fr. 5.1) 
LXX καὶ ἀπολῶ ὕβριν ἀνόμων καὶ ὕβριν ὑπερηφάνων ταπεινώσω. 
FC Ἀπολῶ ὕβριν ἀνόμων καὶ ὑπερήφανον ταπεινώσω. 


FlorVat" 06 ἀπολέσω ὕβριν ἀνόμων, καὶ ὕβριν ὑπερηφάνων ταπεινώσω, 
καὶ θήσω τὴν οἰκουμένην ὅλην. 


Sir. 10.7 (fr. 8.1-2) 
LXX μισητὴ ἔναντι Κυρίου καὶ ἀνθρώπων ὑπερηφανία. 
FC μισητὴ ἔναντι Κυρίου καὶ ἀνθρώπων ὑπερηφανία. 


FlorVat"969?9 μισητὴ ἔναντι Κυρίου καὶ ἀνθρώπων ὑπερηφανία. 


Ces cas nous ont permis de tirer les conclusions suivantes : 


a) Il ya un lien entre le FC et le FlorVat. Ces deux anthologies partagent 
plusieurs variantes qui ne se lisent pas dans les sources : l'omission de 
κρύψον δὲ εἰς γῆν ἔξω ὁμοθυμαδόν (Iob 40.13), l'addition de Οὐαὶ ô 
avant λέγων (Abd. 4),” et la transposition de Οὐαὶ — γῆν et ἐὰν — κύριος 
(Abd. 4).% 

b) Le FC n'a pas été le modéle du FlorVat, étant donné qu'il contient des 
variantes qui ne se retrouvent pas, ni dans les sources, ni dans le FlorVat : 
l'omission de σῆψον δὲ ἀσεβεῖς παραχρῆμα (Iob 40.12), πλῆσον à la 
place de ἔμπλησον (Iob 40.13), et ὑπερήφανον au lieu de ὕβριν ὑπερη- 
φάνων (Is. 13.11)?! 

c) Le FlorVat n'a pas été le modéle du FC. Bien que le texte du FlorVat 
soit plus correct que celui du FC, il présente deux variantes contre le FC 
et les sources : ἀπολέσω au lieu de ἀπολῶ et l'addition de καὶ θήσω 
τὴν οἰκουμένην ὅλην aprés ταπεινώσω (Is. 13.11).? 


4 Cette legon est attestée dans tous les témoins des Sacra collationnés par Wahl ; voir 
O. WaHL, Die Prophetenzitate der Sacra Parallela in ihrem Verhältnis zur Septuaginta- 
Textüberlieferung. Band I: Einleitung. Erster Teil: Die Sacra Parallela und ihre Textüberlie- 
ferung. Zweiter Teil: Das Textmaterial zu den Prophetenzitaten (Studien zum Alten und Neuen 
Testament, 13), München, 1965, p. 221. 

50 On relévera également la variante πάντα au lieu du πᾶν, qui se lit dans le texte-source 
(lob 40.11). Néanmoins, la lecon πάντα est attestée dans certains manuscrits du Livre de Job 
(cf. l'édition critique de la Lettre Upsilon). 

5! D'aprés Wahl, Is. 13,11 est transmis uniquement par les témoins du FlorVat, qui ont 
tous ὕβριν ὑπερηφάνων (Prophetenzitate [voir n. 49], p. 330). 

>? Les deux variantes en question sont attestées dans tous les témoins du FlorVat (Die 
Prophetenzitate [voir n. 49], p. 330). 
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Le FC et les Loci Communes 


Les relations entre le FC et les Loci Communes du Pseudo-Maxime (doré- 
navant LC)? ont été explorées dans des contributions précédentes. Deux 
hypothéses ont été proposées : les éditeurs de la Lettre Gamma pensaient 
que les LC dépendent du FC.** En revanche, T. Fernández οἵ J. Maksimczuk 
ont essayé de montrer qu'il n'y aurait pas de rapport direct entre le FC et 
les LC et que la coincidence dans la sélection des extraits, dans leur agen- 
cement et dans la structure textuelle pourrait étre expliquée par le fait que 
les deux anthologies dépendent toutes deux d'une version des Sacra.°° 

Pour la Lettre Upsilon, le FC et les LC partagent deux extraits attestés 
dans les trois rédactions des LC : 8.1-2% et 12.1-5.57 Le fragment 8.1-2 
combine deux passages de Sirach (1.30 et 10.7) et le fragment 12.1-5 cite 
quelques lignes du De opificio hominis de Grégoire de Nysse. 

L'existence d'un rapport entre le FC et les LC est confirmée par une 
analyse de la présentation et du texte des fragments que les deux anthologies 
ont en commun. Dans les deux compilations, Sir. 1.30 est immédiatement 
suivi de Sir. 10.7 (fr. 8.1-2). Plus important encore est le fait que le FC et 
les LC partagent plusieurs lecons absentes du texte de Gregoire : le change- 
ment de Καθάπερ γὰρ ἐκ τῆς διαβρόχου γῆς ὅταν en Ὥσπερ... ἐπειδὰν 
(fr. 12.1), ὑπερκείμενον en ὑποκείμενον (fr. 12.5) ; la modification de 
ἐπιθάλψῃ en ἐπιλάμψας et une transposition de mots (fr. 12.1) ; l'omission 
de ἔσωθεν (aprés τροφῆς) (fr. 12.3). 

La comparaison textuelle montre aussi que les LC ne peuvent pas étre la 
source du FC ; en effet, le FC cite un extrait plus long de l’œuvre de Gre- 
goire (fr. 12.6-13) ; d'ailleurs, le FC reprend Sirach de maniére plus fidéle 


33 On connaît trois recensions des LC : Maxl, MaxII, MaxU. Pour une analyse détaillée, 
voir S. IHM (ed.), Ps.-Maximus Confessor. Erste kritische Edition einer Redaktion des sacro- 
profanen Florilegiums Loci Communes, nebst einer vollstándigen Kollation einer zweiten 
Redaktion und weiterem Material (Palingenesia, 3), Stuttgart, 2001, p. XXII-XXVII et LXXV- 
ΧΟΙΧ. L'étude textuelle qui suit, se base sur l'édition de Ihm de MaxU, édition qui s'avére étre 
particuliérement utile, puisqu'elle enregistre les paralléles et les variantes dans les témoins de 
Maxl et ΜαχΗ. 

* DE Vos et alii, Lettre T [voir n. 46], pp. 173-177. 

55 FERNÁNDEZ, Book Alpha [voir n. 1], pp. XLIV-XLVI ; MAKSIMCZUK, Books 4-Z [voir n. 1], 
pp. CXXII-CXXV. Les éditeurs du Livre © ont repéré quelques liens entre le FC et les LC, mais 
ils n'ont pas su préciser davantage leur relation (voir CEULEMANS et alii, Lettre O [voir n. 2], 
pp. 103-107). 

56 MaxU, cap. 34 fr. 4-5 and MaxII cap 34, fr. 4 (on remarquera que les deux extraits sont 
aussi cités dans le FlorVar). 

57 MaxU and MaxII cap. 29 fr. 10. Le manuscrit F des LC, Florentinus, Laurentianus Plut. 
58.31, contient aussi le fr. 11 de la Lettre Upsilon (cf. édition critique). Néanmoins, comme 
on le sait, ce manuscrit transmit une version des LC qui a été contaminée avec des fragments 
du Florilegium Atheniense (cf. FERNÁNDEZ, Book Alpha [voir n. 1], pp. XLVII-LIV ; CEULEMANS 
et alii, Lettre O [voir n. 2], p. 104, n. 56). 
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à la source : ὑπερηφανία contre les LC qui ont ἢ κενοδοξία (fr. 8.2). 
Toutefois, nous n'avons trouvé aucun cas significatif dans lequel les LC 
suivent le texte des sources, tandis que le FC donne une autre variante.” 

Pour conclure, notre étude permet de voir que la Lettre Upsilon du FC ne 
dépend pas des LC. L’inverse serait plus probable : le FC comme une des 
sources des LC. 


PRINCIPES DE L'ÉDITION 


Pour les principes d'édition, on a suivi ceux qu'on a respectés pour la 
Lettre Rhó, pour laquelle la première recension est aussi absente.?? Lorsque 
C partage une lecon qu'on lit également dans un des témoins majeurs de la 
troisiéme recension, nous avons suivi C. La plupart du temps, cela vaut 
également des cas où les recensions II et III s'opposent l'une à l'autre ; si C 
se caractérise d'une faute probante, on a suivi les manuscrits de la troisiéme 
recension. 

Comme toujours, notre édition est accompagnée de cinq apparats contenant 
respectivement: 


— [l'identification des sources, 

les variantes des manuscrits à propos des titres et des attributions, 

— les variantes textuelles des manuscrits, 

la comparaison du texte du florilége avec celui de la source, 
l'identification des mémes extraits cités dans les Sacra et dans les Loci 
Communes. 


José P. MAKSIMCZUK 
KU Leuven 


jose.maksimczuk@kuleuven.be 


Peter VAN DEUN 
KU Leuven 


peter.vandeun@kuleuven.be 


Maxim VENETSKOV 
KU Leuven 


venetskov.maxim@kuleuven.be 


55 On remarquera que MaxU et quelques témoins de MaxII ont χωρίοις (cf. Upsilon fr. 12.5), 
contre la leçon du FC, où on lit χώροις, leçon également présente dans Maxl et dans certains 
manuscrits de MaxII. Mais il ne s'agit pas d'une erreur probante. 

°° Voir CEULEMANS et alii, Lettre Rhö [voir n. 28], pp. 151-153. 
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SUMMARY 


This article offers the edition princeps of the Letter Upsilon of the Byzantine 
Florilegium Coislinianum (9*-10* century). Seven manuscripts contain the full text 
of this section of the anthology; nine witnesses preserve only fragments. The Letter 
Upsilon consists of 4 chapters containing 15 fragments in total. Sources have been 
the Bible (Psalms, Proverbs, Job, Wisdom, Sirach, Abdiah, Isaiah and Jeremiah), 
the De octo spiritibus malitiae of Evagrius Ponticus, Oration 44 of Gregory of 
Nazianzus, the omnipresent De opificio hominis of Gregory of Nyssa, the Homilies 
on Lazarus of John Chrysostom and the Ladder of John Climacus. The critical 
edition is accompanied by a philological introduction divided in three main parts. 
The first one explores the links between the manuscripts that contain the Letter 
Upsilon of the Florilegium Coislinianum. 'The second deals in detail with a newly 
discovered twelfth-century witness, namely, the Parisinus, Coislinianus gr. 262. 
The third discusses the relationship between the FC and other two Byzantine antholo- 
gies, i.e., the Florilegium Vaticanum and the Ps.-Maximus' Loci Communes. 
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CONSPECTUS SIGLORUM 


Recensio II 


ο 


Parisinus gr. 924 (s. X) 


Recensio III 


D 


F 
G 
K 


Mediolanensis, Ambrosianus Q 74 sup. (s. X) 

Argentoratensis, Bibliotheca Nationalis et Universitatis gr. 12 (a. 1285- 
1286) 

Atheniensis, Bibliothecae Nationalis 329 (s. XIII-XIV) 

Athous, Iviron 38 (a. 1281-1282) 

Athous, Koutloumousiou 9 (s. XIV) 


Recensio mixta 


Sc 


Parisinus, Coislinianus gr. 262 (s. XII) 


Recensio contaminata 


X 


Atheniensis, Metochion Sancti Sepulchri 243 (s. XVII) 
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Στοιχεῖον Y 
Κεφάλαιον A’ Περὶ ὑπερηφάνων 


Ἰώβ 
Πάντα ὑβριστὴν ταπείνωσον, ὑπερήφανον σβέσον: τὰ δὲ πρόσωπα αὐτῶν 
ἀτιμίας πλῆσον. 


Δαυΐδ 
Ὀφθαλμοὺς ὑπερηφάνων ταπεινώσεις. Ὑψώθητι ὁ κρίνων τὴν γῆν, ἀπόδος 
ἀνταπόδοσιν τοῖς ὑπερηφάνοις. 


Παροιμιῶν 
Ἀκάθαρτος παρὰ Θεῷ πᾶς ὑψηλοκάρδιος. 


Ἀβδιοῦ 
Ἐὰν μετεωρισθῇς ὡς ἀετὸς καὶ ἐὰν ἀναμέσον τῶν ἄστρων θῇς νοσσιάν, 
ἐκεῖθεν κατάξω σε, λέγει Κύριος. Οὐαὶ ὁ λέγων ἐν τῇ καρδίᾳ αὐτοῦ: Τίς µε 
κατάξει ἐπὶ τὴν γῆν; 


Tit. litterae C X DEGF Tit. capitis C X DEGKF Tit. fr. 1 C X DEGKF 1C X DEGKF 
Tit. fr. 2 X DEGKF 2CXDEGKF  Tit.fr. 3C X DEGKF 3CXDEGKF . Tit. fr. 4C 
XDEGKF 4C X DEGKF 


1.1 Iob 40.11-12 1-2 Ιοῦ 40.13 2.1 Ps. 17.28 1-2 Ps. 93.2 3.1 Prov. 16.5 4.1-3 
Abd. 3-4 


Tit. litterae Στοιχεῖον Y] Ἀρχὴ tod Y στοιχείου CP. om. ac. (suppl. al. m), illeg, G Tit. 
capitis Κεφάλαιον Α΄] scripsimus cum X, κεφάλαιον pAC' Ch. om. ac. (suppl. al. πι.) κεφάλαιον 
pro” DE, illeg. G, πθ΄ K, om. F | Περὶ ὑπερηφάνων] Περὶ ὑπερηφανίας ΟΡ. om. a.c. (suppl. al. mJ. 
illeg. ΤΙ. fr. 2 Δαυΐδ] illeg. G, Tod praem. F Tit. fr. 3 Παροιμιῶν] Τοῦ Σολομῶντος F 
Tit. fr. 4 Ἀβδιοῦ] Tod προφήτου praem. F 


1.2 πλῆσον] πλήρωσον K 2.2 toig] om. XEG 3.1 Ἀκάθαρτος... ὑψηλοκάρδιος] ante fr. 2 
transp. F | Θεῷ] Κυρίῳ EG 4.1 Ἐὰν] Κἂν F | ἐὰν] om. F | ἀναμέσον] ἀναμέσω (sic) F 
νοσσιάν] σου add. F 2 Κύριος] παντοκράτωρ add. F 


1.1 Πάντα] Πᾶν δὲ Iob (sed. vide app. crit.) | post ὑπερήφανον] δὲ hab. Iob 2 πλῆσον] 
ἔμπλησον Iob 2.1 ante Ὀφθαλμοὺς] καὶ hab. Ps. 4.1-2 Ἐὰν... Κύριος] post γῆν (1. 3) 
transp. Abd. 1 post νοσσιάν] cov hab. Abd. (sed vide app. crit.) 2 Οὐαὶ ὁ] non hab. Abd. 


1.1-2 Flor. Vat., PG 96 col. 381.21-23 3.1 Wahl 1985, p. 80 4.1-3 Flor. Vat., PG 96 col. 
381.24-27; Wahl, 1965, p. 221-222 
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Ἡσαΐου 
Ἀπολῶ ὕβριν ἀνόμων καὶ ὑπερήφανον ταπεινώσω. Ἐξέλιπεν ἄνομος, 
ἀπώλετο ὑπερηφανία. 


Ἱερεμίου 
Ἠφανίσθησαν πετεινὰ ὅτι εἶπαν: Οὐκ ὄψεται Κύριος ὁδοὺς ἡμῶν. 


Σολομῶντος 
Τότε ἐροῦσιν ἐν ἑαυτοῖς μετανοοῦντες: Τί ὠφέλησεν ἡμᾶς ἡ ὑπερηφανία; 
Καὶ τί τὸ πλοῦτος; Παρῆλθεν ἐκεῖνα πάντα ὡς σκιά. 


Σιράχ 
Μὴ ἐξύψου σαυτόν, ἵνα μὴ πέσῃς καὶ ἐπαγάγῃς τῇ ψυχῇ σου ἀτιμίαν: 
μισητὴ ἔναντι Κυρίου καὶ ἀνθρώπων ὑπερηφανία. Τί ὑπερηφανεύεται γῆ 
καὶ σποδός; 


Τοῦ Θεολόγου 
Μὴ ἐπαρθῇς μέγα, ἵνα μὴ μεῖζον κατενεχθῇς. 


Tit. fr. 5 C X DEGKF 5CXDEGKF Tit. fr. 6C X DEGKF 6CXDEGKF Tit. fr. 
7CXDEGK 7CXDEGKF Tit fr.8C X DEGKF 8CXDEGKF Tit.fr 9C X 
DEGK 9CX DEGKF 


5.1 Is. 13.11 1-2 1s.29.20 6.1 Ier. 12.4 7.1 Sap.5.3 1-2 Sap.5.8-9 8.1 Sir. 1.30 2 
Sir. 10.7 2-3 Sir. 10.9 9.1 Greg. Naz. In nov. dom., PG 36 col. 616.25 


Tit. fr. 5 Ἡσαΐου] Tod προφήτου praem. F Tit. fr. 6 Ἱερεμίου] Tod προφήτου praem. F 
Tit. fr. 8 Σιράχ] Tod praem. F Tit. fr. 9 Τοῦ] Γρηγορίου praem. X 


6.1 εἶπαν] εἶπον X | ὁδοὺς] τὰς praem. X 7.1 ἐν] om. aut illeg. in F | ἑαυτοῖς] αὐτοῖς F 
ὠφέλησεν] ὠφέλησαν F 2 τὸ] ὁ XEGK 8.1 σαυτόν] σεαυτὸν F | πέσῃς] ἐκπέσῃς XDEGK 
τῇ ψυχῇ] τὴν ψυχὴν D** 2 ὑπερηφανία] ἡ κενοδοξία καὶ F 


5.1 ὑπερήφανον] ὕβριν ὑπερηφάνων Is. 2 ὑπερηφανία] ὑπερήφανος Is. 6.1 post 
Ἠφανίσθησαν] κτήνη καὶ hab. ler. 7.1 Τότε] non hab. Sap. 2 τὸ] non hab. Sap. | post 
πλοῦτος] μετὰ ἀλαζονείας συμβέβληται ἡμῖν hab. Sap. 


5.1 Flor. Vat., PG 96 col. 381.30-31; Wahl 1965, p. 330 1-2 Wahl 1965, p. 361 6.1 Wahl 
1965, p. 523-524 8.1 Wahl 1974, p. 46; Ps.-Max. Conf., Loci Communes, c. 34.4 (Max U et 
MaxlIl) 2 Wahl 1974, p. 73; Flor. Vat., PG 96, col. 104.47-48; Ps.-Max. Conf., Loci 
Communes, c. 34.5 (Max U), c.34.4 (Μακ!) 2-3 Wahl 1974, p. 73 
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Νείλου μοναχοῦ 
Τί µετεωρίζῃ, ἄνθρωπε, πηλὸς Ov καὶ σαπρία; Tí φυσᾷ καὶ ὑπὲρ τὰς 
νεφέλας ἐπαίρῃ; Ἐπίσκεψαί σου τὴν φύσιν, ὅτι γῆ el καὶ σποδός, καὶ μετ᾽ 
ὀλίγον εἰς κόνιν ἀναλύῃ, ἄρτι σοβαρός, καὶ μετ᾽ ὀλίγον σκώληξ. Τί τὸν 
αὐχένα ἐπαίρεις τὸν μετ᾽ ὀλίγον σηπόμενον; Μέγα ἄνθρωπος βοηθούμενος 
παρὰ Θεοῦ: ἐγκατελείφθη καὶ τὸ ἀσθενὲς ἔγνω τῆς φύσεως. Οὐδὲν ἔχεις 
καλόν, ὃ μὴ παρὰ Θεοῦ ἔλαβες. Τί οὖν τῷ ἀλλοτρίῳ ἐναβρύνῃ ὡς σῷ; Τί 
τὴν χάριν τοῦ Θεοῦ ὡς κτήματι ἐγκαλλωπίζῃ σῷ; Ἐπίγνωθι τὸν δεδωκότα, 
καὶ μὴ ἐπαίρου πολύ: κτίσμα Θεοῦ εἶ, μὴ ἀθέτει τὸν κτίσαντα: βοηθῇ παρὰ 
Θεοῦ, μὴ ἀρνοῦ τὸν εὐεργέτην. Εἰς ὕψος ἀνέβης πολιτείας, ἀλλ᾽ ἐκεῖνος 
ὁδηγός. Ὁμολόγησον τὸν ὑψώσαντα: ἄνθρωπος εἶ, μεῖνον ἐν τοῖς ὅροις τῆς 
φύσεως: ἐπίγνωθι τὸν ὁμόφυλον, ὅτι τῆς αὐτῆς σού ἐστιν οὐσίας. Μὴ δι’ 
ἀλαζονείαν ἀρνοῦ τὴν συγγένειαν. Κἂν ταπεινὸς ἐκεῖνος καὶ σὺ μετέωρος, 
ἀλλ’ ὁ αὐτὸς δημιουργὸς ἀμφοτέρους ἔπλασεν. 


Tit. fr. 10 C X DEGKF 10 C X DEGKF 


10.1-13 Evagr., De octo spir. mal., PG 79 col. 1164.4-24 2 Sir. 10, 9 et 17, 32; cf. Gen. 18, 
27 3 cf.Iob 25,6 5-8 cf. I Cor. 4, 7; lo. 3, 27 


Tit. fr. 10 Νείλου μοναχοῦ] Νείλου XDEGK, Τοῦ ἁγίου Νείλου F 


10.1 σαπρία] κοπρία D | Τί φυσᾷ] scripsimus cum XEGK, τί φύσῃ CD* cer, τῇ φύσει F | καὶ] 
om. D 2eilom. F 5 ἐγκατελείφθη] ἐγκατελήφθη F | ἔγνω] ἐπέγνω F 6 οὖν] γοῦν X 
ἐναβρύνῃ] ἐναμβρύνῃ DEGF 7 τὴν... Θεοῦ] τῇ τοῦ Θεοῦ χάριτι ΧΕΟΚ 10 ὁδηγός] 
ὠδήγησεν F 11 τὸν ὁμόφυλον] scripsimus cum XEGK, τοῦ ὁμοφύλου CDF | σού] om. D? F, 
σοί XEGK | ἐστιν οὐσίας] transp. XDEGKF 12 ἀλαζονείαν] ἀλαζονείας X | Κἂν] καὶ C 


10.1 Τί φυσᾷ] τῇ φύσει Evagr. 5 ἔγνω] ἐπέγνω Evagr. 6 καλόν] non hab. Evagr. 
ἐναβρύνῃ] ἐναμβλύνῃ Evagr. 7 τὴν χάριν] τῇ χάριτι Evagr. | ante κτήματι] ἰδίῳ hab. Evagr. 
oğ] non hab. Evagr. 10 ὁδηγός] ὠδήγησε Evagr. | Ὁμολόγησον] κατώρθωσας ἀρετὴν ἀλλ’ 
ἐκεῖνος ἐνήργησεν ὁμολόγει Evagr. 10-11 ἄνθρωπος... φύσεως] ἵνα μείνῃς ἐν τῷ ὕψει 
βέβαιος Evagr. 11 σού] non hab. Evagr. 12 ἀλαζονείαν] ἀλαζονείας Evagr. | Küv] non hab. 
Evagr. | σὺ μετέωρος] σύμμετρος Evagr. 13 ἀμφοτέρους ἔπλασεν] ἔπλασε τοὺς ἀμφοτέρους 
Evagr. 
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Κεφάλαιον Β΄ Περὶ ὕπνου 


Τῆς Κλίμακος 
Ὕπνος ἐστὶ φύσεως ποσῶς σύστασις, εἰκὼν θανάτου, αἰσθήσεων ἀργία. Εἷς 
μὲν ὁ ὕπνος, πλείστας δὲ τὰς ὑποθέσεις, ὡς καὶ ἡ ἐπιθυμία ἔχει. Λέγω δὴ ἐκ 
φύσεως καὶ βρωμάτων, ἐκ δαιμόνων, ἢ τάχα καὶ ἐξ ἄκρας καὶ ἐπιτεταμένης 
νηστείας: ἐξ ἧς ἐξατονοῦσα ἡ σάρξ, δι’ ὕπνου λοιπὸν ἑαυτὴν παραμυθῆσαι 
βούλεται. Ὥσπερ ἡ πολυποσία συνήθεια εἴρηται, οὕτω καὶ ἡ πολυῦπνία: 
χαλεπὸν οὖν συνήθειαν μακρὰν ἰάσασθαι. 


Γρηγορίου τῆς Νύσσης 
Ὥσπερ ἐπὶ τῆς καθύγρου γῆς, ἐπειδὰν θερμοτέραις ἀκτίσιν ἐπιλάμψας ὁ 
ἥλιος, ἀτμοί τινες ὀμιχλώδεις ἀπὸ τοῦ βάθους ἀνέλκονται' ὅμοιόν τι γίνεται 
καὶ ἐν τῇ καθ ἡμᾶς γῇ, τῆς τροφῆς ὑπὸ τῆς φυσικῆς θερμότητος 
ἀναζεούσης. Ἀνωφερεῖς δὲ ὄντες οἱ ἀτμοὶ κατὰ φύσιν καὶ ἀερώδεις καὶ πρὸς 
τὸν ὑποκείμενον ἀναπνέοντες, ἐν τοῖς κατὰ τὴν κεφαλὴν γίνονται χώροις, 
οἷόν τις καπνὸς ἁρμονίαν τοίχου διαδυόµενος: εἶτα ἐντεῦθεν ὑπὸ τοὺς τῶν 
αἰσθητηρίων πόρους ἐξατμιζόμενοι διαφοροῦνται, δι᾽ ὧν ἀργεῖ κατ 


Tit. capitis C X DEGKF Tit. fr. 11 X DEGKF 11CXDEGKF Tit. fr. 12 C Sc X DEGF 
126 Sc X DEGF 


11.1-5 lo. Clim., Scala 19, PG 88 col. 937.6-13 6 Io. Clim., Scala 19, PG 88 col. 937.15 
12.1-13 Greg. Nyss., De opific. hom., cap. 13, p. 174.29-175.15 


Tit. capitis Κεφάλαιον Β΄] scripsimus cum X, phg’ CP om. ac. (suppl. al. m), κεφάλαιον pre’ D, 
om.EGF,^' K Tit. fr. 11 Τῆς Κλίμακος] Tod Ἰωάννου praem. X Tit. fr. 12 Γρηγορίου... 
Νύσσης] Γρηγορίου τοῦ Νύσσης X, Γρηγορίου Νύσσης ScDEGK, Τοῦ ἁγίου Γρηγορίου 
Νύσσης Ε 


11.1 φύσεως] μὲν add. X | ποσῶς] om. X?* | εἰκὼν] δὲ add. X | θανάτου] καὶ add. X 3 Kai] 
scripsimus cum C, ἐκ XDEGKF | δαιμόνων] τῶν praem. X | καὶ] om. D 4 ὕπνου] ὕπνον D 
παραμυθῆσαι] παραμυθήσασθαι X 5 Ὥσπερ] δὲ add. XEGK | ἡ!] om. D** | συνήθεια 
εἴρηται] συνηθείᾳ ἤρτηται F 12.2 ἀνέλκονται] ἕλκονται Sc 5 τὸν] τὸ SCXEGK | τοῖς] ταῖς 
EG | γίνονται χώροις] γένονται χώραις EG | γίνονται] γίνεται X ότις]τιΏ | ἁρμονίαν] εἰς 
praem. X | τοὺς] om. K** 7 ἐξατμιζόμενοι διαφοροῦνται] ἐξατμιζόμενος διαφοροῦντα Sc 


11.3 καὶ] ἐκ Io. Clim. | post τάχα] που hab. Io. Clim. | καὶ] non hab. Io. Clim. 
4 £&otovobca] ἐξασθενοῦσα Io. Clim. | παραμυθῆσαι] παραμυθεῖσθαι Io. Clim. 5 συνήθεια 
εἴρηται] συνηθείᾳ ἤρτηται Io. Clim. 6 οὖν] γὰρ Io. Clim. 12.1 Ὥσπερ... ἐπειδὰν] 
Καθάπερ γὰρ ἐκ τῆς διαβρόχου γῆς ὅταν Greg. Nyss. | ἐπιλάμψας] ἐπιθάλψῃ et ante 
θερμοτέραις hab. Greg. Nyss. — 3 post τροφῆς] ἔσωθεν hab. Greg. Nyss. — 5 τὸν] τὸ Greg. 
Nyss. | ὑποκείμενον] ὑπερκείμενον Greg. Nyss. | χώροις] χωρίοις Greg. Nyss. 6 ante 
ἁρμονίαν] εἰς hab. Greg. Nyss. | ὑπὸ] ἐπὶ Greg. Nyss. 


11.1-6 Ps.-Max. Conf., Loci Communes, ο. 30.10a (MaxII iuxta F) 12.1-5 Ps.-Max. Conf, 
Loci Communes, ο. 29.10a (Max U et Maxll) 
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ἀνάγκην ἡ αἴσθησις, τῇ παρόδῳ τῶν ἀτμῶν ἐκείνων ὑπεξιοῦσα. Ai μὲν γὰρ 
ὄψεις τοῖς βλεφάροις ἐπιλαμβάνονται, οἷόν τι μηχανικῆς ἢ μολυβδίνης, τοῦ 
τοιούτου λέγω βάρους, τοῖς ὀφθαλμοῖς ἐπιχαλώσης τὰ βλέφαρα. 
Παχυνθεῖσα δὲ τοῖς τοιούτοις ἀτμοῖς ἡ ἀκοή, καθάπερ θύρας τινὸς τοῖς 
ἀκουστικοῖς μορίοις ἐπιτεθείσης, ἡσυχίαν ἀπὸ τῆς κατὰ φύσιν ἐνεργείας 
ἄγει: καὶ τὸ τοιοῦτον πάθος ὕπνος ἐστίν. 


Κεφάλαιον Γ΄ Περὶ ὑποκριτῶν 


Τοῦ Χρυσοστόμου 

Μή μοι ἀπὸ τῶν ἔξωθεν τὸν ἄνθρωπον, ἀλλ᾽ ἀπὸ τῶν ἔνδοθεν δοκίμαζε. 
Ἐὰν ἴδῃς δένδρον, εἰπέ μοι, τὰ φύλλα καταμανθάνεις, ἢ τὸν καρπόν; 
Πρόδηλον ὅτι τὸν καρπόν. Οὕτω δὴ καὶ ἐπὶ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου: ἐὰν ἴδῃς 
ἄνθρωπον, μὴ τὰ ἔξωθεν δοκίμαζε, ἀλλὰ τὰ ἔνδοθεν: τὸν καρπὸν 
καταμάνθανε. Μήποτε ἀγριελαία μέν ἐστι, νομίζεται δὲ εἶναι ἐλαία: μήποτε 
μὲν λύκος ἔστι, νομίζεται δὲ ἄνθρωπος εἶναι. Μὴ τοίνυν ἀπὸ τῆς φύσεως 
καταμάνθανε, ἀλλ᾽ ἀπὸ τῆς προαιρέσεως, μὴ ἀπὸ τῆς ὄψεως, ἀλλ᾽ ἀπὸ τῆς 
γνώμης: ἀλλὰ καὶ περιεργάζου αὐτοῦ τὸν βίον: εἰ φιλοπτωχίαν 
ἔχει, ἄνθρωπός ἐστιν: εἰ δὲ ἐν εὐπορίαις ἀναστρέφεται, δρῦς ἐστιν: εἰ δὲ 
θηριώδης ἐστί, λέων ἐστίν: εἰ δὲ ἅρπαξ ἐστί, λύκος ἐστίν: εἰ δὲ ὕπουλός 
ἐστιν, ἀσπίς ἐστι. Καὶ εἰπέ: Ἐγὼ ἄνθρωπον ζητῶ, τί μοι ἔδειξας θηρίον ἀντὶ 
ἀνθρώπου; 


Tit. capitis C X DEGKF Tit. fr. 13 X DEGKF 13 C X DEGKF 


13.1-12 Io. Chrys., De Lazaro, PG 48 col. 1034.9-25 1-5 cf. Matth. 7, 15-17; Lc. 6, 43-44 
10 cf. Matth. 7, 15 


Tit. capitis Κεφάλαιον Γ΄] scripsimus cum X, phn’ CP.» om. ac. (suppl. al. mJ. ϱπς΄ D, κεφάλαιον 
ρπς΄ EG, 4a’ K, om. F 


12.8 τῶν ἀτμῶν] τῷ ἀτμῷ CD | ὑπεξιοῦσα] ὑπεξιοῦσαν D 9 τοῖς βλεφάροις] τῶν βλεφάρων 
XEGK | τι] τινος F | ἢ] om. ΧΕ | μολυβδίνης] μολιβδίνης SEXDEGF 10 λέγω βάρους] 
transp. Sc | ἐπιχαλώσης] ἐπιχαλώσι D 11 δὲ] om. X | τοιούτοις] om. Sc | ἀτμοῖς] ἀκμοῖς X 
θύρας] θύρα D | τινὸς] om. X 13.1 ἔνδοθεν] ἔνδον XEGK 2 καταμανθάνεις] καταλαμβάνεις 
X 3 τοῦ] om. XDEGK 5 νομίζεται] νομίζηται XEGK | εἶναι] om. XEGK | ἐλαία] ἐλαίαν D 
5-6 μήποτε μὲν] μήτε μὲν D, μήτε μὴν XEGK 6 νομίζεται] νομίζηται ΧΕΟΚ 
7 καταμάνθανε] καταμάνθενε (sic) C, om. X | ἀλλ'... ὄψεως] om. C 9 ἀναστρέφεται] 
ἀνατρέφεται Ε 


12.9 τι] τινος Greg. Nyss. | ἢ] non hab. Greg. Nyss. 10 τὰ βλέφαρα] τὸ βλέφαρον Greg. 
Nyss. 11 τοιούτοις] αὐτοῖς τούτοις Greg. Nyss. 13.1 ἀπὸ] non hab. Io. Chrys. 2 εἰπέ μοι] 
non hab. Io. Chrys. 3 Πρόδηλον... καρπόν] non hab. Io. Chrys. 5 post καταμάνθανε] καὶ 
μὴ τὰ φύλλα hab. Io. Chrys. | εἶναι] non hab. Io. Chrys. 6 μὲν λύκος] λύκος μὲν Io. Chrys. 
ἄνθρωπος εἶναι] εἶναι ἄνθρωπος Io. Chrys. 8 post γνώμης] μόνον hab. Io. Chrys. 10 ante 
θηριώδης] θυμῷ hab. Io. Chrys. 


10 


10 


14 
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Μή μοι λέγε: Πατέρα ἔχω ὕπατον. Τί πρός µε; Οὐ λέγω τοῦτο — τοῦτο γὰρ 
μῦθός ἐστιν. Μή μοι λέγε: Πατέρα ἔχον ἅγιον. Παῦλον τὸν ἀπόστολον ἐὰν 
ἔχῃς πατέρα, ἀδελφοὺς πάντας ἐὰν ἔχῃς τοὺς ἁγίους μάρτυρας, σὺ δὲ μὴ 
μιμήσῃ αὐτῶν τὴν ἀρετήν, οὐδέν σοι ὄφελος, ἀλλὰ μᾶλλον καταδεδίκασαι. 
Ἡ μήτηρ μου, φησίν, ἐλεήμων ἐστίν. Καὶ τί πρός σε τὸν ἀπάνθρωπον; Ἡ 
γὰρ ἐκείνης φιλανθρωπία προσθήκη τιμωρίας τῇ σῇ γίνεται ἀπανθρωπίᾳ, 
ὅτι ἀπὸ ῥίζης ἀγαθῆς κακὸς ἐφύης καρπός. Τοῦτο γὰρ καὶ ὁ βαπτιστὴς 
Ἰωάννης πρὸς τοὺς Ἰουδαίους: Ποιήσατε καρπὸν ἄξιον τῆς μετανοίας, καὶ μὴ 
δόξητε λέγειν: Πατέρα ἔχομεν τὸν Ἀβραάμ. 


Τῆς Κλίμακος 
Ὑπόκρισίς ἐστι μήτηρ ψεύδους πολλάκις καὶ ὑπόθεσις: οὐδὲν γάρ τινες 
ὑπόκρισιν ὁρίζονται, ἀλλ᾽ ἢ ψεύδους μελέτην καὶ δημιουργὸν καὶ 
κεκολασμένον ὅρκον. 


Tit. fr. 14 C X DEGF 14 C X DEGF 


13.13-21 lo. Chrys., De Lazaro, PG 48 col. 1036.38-49 19 cf. Matth. 7,18 20-21 Matth. 
3, 8-9; cf. Lc. 3,8 14.1-3 Io. Clim., Scala 12, PG 88 col. 856.22-25 


Tit. fr. 14 Τῆς] Ἰωάννης praem. C, Ἰωάννου praem. X 


13.14 λέγε] λέγω C | ἔχον] ἔσχον XDEGKF 15 μὴ] οὐ D 16 μᾶλλον] koi add. F 17 ἐστίν] 
ἦν Ε 19 γὰρ] om. X=“ 20 Ἰουδαίους] ἔφη add. XEGK | καρπὸν ἄξιον] καρποὺς ἀξίους X 
21 λέγειν] om. E^* | Πατέρα] ἐν ἑαυτοῖς praem. XEGKF 14.1 ψεύδους] τοῦ praem. XEG 
οὐδὲν] οὐδὲ X 2 ὑπόκρισιν] ἕτερον praem. XEG 


13.13 με] ἐμὲ Io. Chrys. 13-14 τοῦτο”... ἐστιν] non hab. Io. Chrys. (sed vide app. crit.) 
14 ἔχον ἅγιον] ἔχω ὕπατον Io. Chrys. 15 ante ἀδελφοὺς] καὶ hab. Io. Chrys. | τοὺς ἁγίους] 
non hab. Io. Chrys. 16 post ὄφελος] τῆς συγγενείας hab. Io. Chrys. | καταδεδίκασαι] ἔβλαψε 
καὶ κατεδίκασεν Io. Chrys. 18 τιμωρίας... ἀπανθρωπίᾳ] κατηγορίας τῆς σῆς κακοτροπίας 
Io. Chrys. 19 ὅτι... καρπός] non hab. Io. Chrys. (sed vide col. 1036.52) | Τοῦτο... καὶ] Τί 
yàp Io. Chrys. 20 πρὸς... Ἰουδαίους] φησὶ πρὸς τὸν δῆμον τὸν Ἰουδαϊκὸν Io. Chrys. 
14.1 ἐστι] non hab. Io. Clim. 2 καὶ] non hab. Io. Clim. 3 ὅρκον] καὶ συμπεπλεγμένον Io. 
Clim. 


15 


20 


15 
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Κεφάλαιον Δ΄ Περὶ ὑπακοῆς 


Τῆς Κλίμακος 
Ὑπακοή ἐστιν ἄρνησις παντελὴς οἰκείας ψυχῆς, διὰ σώματος ἐναργῶς 
ἐπιδεικνυμένη: ὑπακοή ἐστι νέκρωσις μελῶν ἐν ζώσῃ διανοίᾳ: ὑπακοή ἐστιν 
ἀνεξέταστος κίνησις, ἑκούσιος θάνατος, ἀπερίεργος ζωή, 
ἀμέριμνος κίνδυνος, ἀμελέτητος Θεοῦ ἀπολογία, ἀφοβία θανάτου, 
ἀκίνδυνος πλοῦς: ὑπακοή ἐστι μνῆμα θελήσεως καὶ ἔγερσις ταπεινώσεως. 


Tit. capitis C X DEGKF Tit. fr. 15 X DEGKF 15 C X DEGKF 


15.1-5 Io. Clim., Scala 4, PG 88 col. 680.1-9 


Tit. capitis Κεφάλαιον Δ΄] scripsimus cum X, p40’ CP. om. a.c. (suppl. al. m). ρπζ΄ D, κεφάλαιον 
ρπζ΄ EG, 4B’ K,om. F Tit. fr. 15 Τῆς Κλίμακος] Tod praem. X, Τοῦ αὐτοῦ EG 


15.1 ἐναργῶς] ἐνεργῶς XP^. om. ac DEGK 2 ὑπακοή... διανοίᾳ] om. CXK** 5 θελήσεως... 
ἔγερσις] illeg. K | kai... ταπεινώσεως] om. X 


15.1 παντελὴς... ψυχῆς] ψυχῆς οἰκεαίς παντελὴς Io. Clim. 1-2 ἐναργῶς ἐπιδεικνυμένη] 
ἐπιδεικνυμένη ἐναργῶς Io. Clim. 2 ante ὑπακοή] ἢ τάχα τὸ ἔμπαλιν hab. Io. Clim. 5 post 
πλοῦς] ὑπνοῦσα ὁδοιπορία hab. Io. Clim. 


5 
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ÍNDEX LOCORUM 


INDEX SACRAE SCRIPTURAE 


Septuaginta. Vetus Testamentum Graecum auctoritate Academiae Scientiarum 
Gottingensis editum, Góttingen, 1931- 


Gen. 18.27 
Ps. 17.28 
Ps. 93.2 
Prov. 16.5 
Iob 25.6 
Iob 40.11-12 
Iob 40.13 
Sap. 5.3 
Sap. 5.8-9 
Sir. 1.30 
Sir. 10.7 
Sir. 10.9 
Sir. 17.32 
Abd. 3-4 
Is. 13.11 
Is. 29.20 
ler. 12.4 


10.2 
2.1 
2.1-2 
3.1 
10.3 
1.1 
1.1-2 
7.1 
7.1-2 
8.1 
8.1-2 
8.2-3, 10.2 
10.2 
4.1-3 
5.1 
5.1-2 
6.1 


Novum Testamentum Graece. Begründet von E. und E. NESTLE. Herausge- 
geben von B. und K. ALAND et al., 28. revidierte Auflage, Stuttgart, 2012 


Matth. 3.8-9 
Matth. 7.15 
Matth. 7.15-17 
Matth. 7.18 
Lc. 3.8 

Lc. 6.43-44 

I Cor. 4.7 

Io. 3.27 


13.20-21 
13.10 
13.1-5 
13.19 
13.20-21 
13.1-5 
10.5-8 
10.5-8 


INDEX SCRIPTORUM ALIORUM 


Evagrius Ponticus, De octo spiritibus malitiae (CPG 2451), PG 79, coll. 1145- 


1164 
col. 1164.4-24 


10.1-13 
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Gregorius Nazianzenus, Oratio 44, In novam dominicam (CPG 3010.44), 
PG 36, coll. 608-621 


col. 616.25 9.1 


Gregorius Nyssenus, De opificio hominis (CPG 3154), ed. G. H. FORBES, 
Sancti patris nostri Gregorii Nysseni Basilii Magni fratris quae supersunt 
omnia, I, 2, Burntisland, 1861 


Cap. 13, p. 174.29 — 175.15. 121-13 


Ioannes Chrysostomus, De Lazaro (CPG 4329), PG 48, coll. 963-1064 
col. 1034.9-25 13.1-12 


Ioannes Climacus, Scala (CPG 7852), PG 88, coll. 632-1164 


Grad. 4, col. 680.1-9 15.1-5 
Grad. 12, col. 856.22-25 14.1-3 
Grad. 19, col. 937.6-13.15 11.1-6 


Pseudo-Ioannes Damascenus, Sacra (CPG 8056) 


Sacra Parallela (recensiones secundum alphabeti litteras dispositae, quae tres 
libros conflant) (fragmenta e cod. Vat. gr. 1236), PG 95, coll. 1040-1588; 
PG 96, coll. 9-441 

O. WAHL, Der Sirach-Text der Sacra Parallela (Forschung zur Bibel, 16), 
Würzburg, 1974 

O. WAHL, Der Proverbien- und Kohelet-Text der Sacra Parallela (Forschung 
zur Bibel, 51), Würzburg, 1985 

O. WAHL, Die Prophetenzitate der Sacra Parallela in ihrem Verhältnis zur 
Septuaginta-Textüberlieferung. Band I: Einleitung. Erster Teil: Die Sacra 
Parallela und ihre Textüberlieferung. Zweiter Teil: Das Textmaterial 
zu den Prophetenzitaten (Studien zum Alten und Neuen Testament, 13), 
München, 1965 


PG 96, col. 104.47-48 8.1-2 
PG 96, col. 381.21-23 1.1-2 
PG 96, col. 381.24-27 4.1-3 
PG 96, col. 381.30-31 5.1 
Wahl 1965, pp. 221-222 4.1-3 
Wahl 1965, p. 330 5.1 
Wahl 1965, p. 361 5.1-2 
Wahl 1965, pp. 523-524 6.1 


Wahl 1974, p. 46 8.1 
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Wahl 1974, p. 73 8.1-3 
Wahl 1985, p. 80 3.1 


Pseudo-Maximus Confessor, Loci Communes (CPG 7718), ed. S. IHM, 
Ps.-Maximus Confessor. Erste kritische Edition einer Redaktion des sacro- 
profanen Florilegiums Loci Communes, nebst einer vollständigen Kollation 
einer zweiten Redaktion und weiterem Material (Palingenesia, 3), Stuttgart, 
2001 


c. 29.10 (Max U et Mall) 12.1-5 


c. 29.104 (MaxII iuxta F) 11.1-6 

c. 34.4 (Max U) 8.1 

c. 34.4 (MaxII) 8.1 ; 8.1-2 
c. 34.5 (Max U) 8.1-2 


NIKEPHOROS OURANOS, EUNUCHISM, AND MASCULINITY 
DURING THE REIGN OF EMPEROR BASIL II! 


I. INTRODUCTION 


In the year 977, the eunuch Leo, though protovestarios (“the one in 
charge of the emperor's wardrobe"), undertook a substantial military com- 
mand. Emperor Basil II, at the start of his long reign (976-1025)? and Basil 
the parakoimomenos, a powerful figure in the imperial administration (and 
also a eunuch), gave Leo his command.? Indeed, though holding this post in 
the palace, Leo was a veteran of considerable military experience.* The late 
tenth-century historiographer Leo the Deacon, for example, reports that he 
had been droungarios of the fleet in 971.? In 977, however, the new emperor 
and the parakoimomenos sent Leo to lead imperial forces against a scion of 
one of the major families who had risen in rebellion: Bardas Skleros. 
Accompanied by Ioannes the patrikios, Leo was given extraordinary powers 
to do whatever was needed. Here is the eleventh-century historiographer 
Skylitzes’ narrative of Leo being entrusted with this great responsibility: 


When these things had been announced to the emperor [Basil II] and to [Basil] 
the parakoimomenos, a council was held and it was decided that someone from 


' All translations in this essay are my own. I thank Stephanie Cobb, Chris De Wet, Tom 
Hunt, Christabel Marshall, Eric McGeer, Nancy Rabinowitz, Jonathan Shea, Blossom Stefaniw, 
Deb Brown Stewart, Shaun Tougher, Peter Van Deun, and Jamie Wood for their help and 
advice. I also thank the anonymous referees at Byzantion for their suggestions and observations. 
I remain exceedingly grateful to the Dumbarton Oaks Research Library and Collection for a 
summer fellowship in 2015 and for additional help when I was resident in Washington DC in 
late 2018. 

? While technically also emperor at this time, Basil's younger brother, Konstantinos VIII 
took a secondary role throughout the reign of his powerful older brother. Konstantinos does 
not figure in discussions in this paper, as his influence appears to have been negligible. 

3 For more on Basil the parakoimomenos, see W. G. BROKKAAR, Basil Lacapenus. Byzantium 
in the 10th century in W. F. BAKKER ET AL. (eds), Studia byzantina et neohellenica neerlandica, 
Leiden, 1972, pp. 199-234; R. GUILLAND, Fonctions et dignités des eunuques in Études byzantines, 
2 (1944), p. 196; IDEM, Les eunuques dans l'empire byzantin. Étude de titulature et de proso- 
pographie byzantines in Études byzantines, 1 (1943), pp. 224-226; S. TOUGHER, The eunuch 
in Byzantine history and society, New York, 2008, p. 138. 

* For more on Leo, see R. GUILLAND, Recherches sur les institutions byzantines, I, Berlin, 
1967, pp. 173, 220, 432, 499, 539; IDEM, Fonctions et dignités [see n. 3], p. 209; IDEM, Etude 
de titulature [see n. 3], p. 209; K. M. RINGROSE, The perfect servant: Eunuchs and the social 
construction of gender in Byzantium, Chicago, 2003, p. 138; M. Wurrrow, The making of 
Byzantium, Berkeley, 1996, pp. 362-363. 

5 Historia 9.4/147. 


Byzantion 89, 397-419. doi: 10.2143/BYZ.89.0.3287077 
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those close to the emperor, having taken up authority that was absolute and 
not susceptible to review, and having the power to exalt with honours those 
attacking and to enrich them with bribes, [it was decided that this one] should 
proceed against the rebel. The opinion was pleasing. Leo the protovestarios, 
having also, as colleague, Ioannes the patrikios, a man renowned and famous 
for his way with words, [Leo] received power from the emperor to do unhesi- 
tatingly everything that is possible for an emperor to do. (Skylitzes, Synopsis 
historion: Basil and Konstantinos 5/320)° 


Leo was given authority (ἀρχή) that was absolute (ἰσοτύραννος: lit. 
“equal [to that which] a tyrannos [has]”) and not subject to review (ἀνεύ- 
θυνος). He had power (ἐξουσία) that he was to have no qualms about using, 
a point Skylitzes drives home through the adverb, “unhesitatingly” (ἁδι- 
στάκτως). Indeed, Leo was to be a virtual emperor out in the field. 

The eunuch Leo was trusted in the matter of manly military command. 
He was not one of the “bearded” (βαρβᾶτοι), which is the term often used 
for men who are not eunuchs in the sources, but that did not matter. We can 
feel confident that he was a eunuch both because Skylitzes tells us of this (see 
below) and also because he was protovestarios, which was an office reserved 
for eunuchs in the Byzantine imperial court at this time.’ The campaign 
ended, however, in Leo's defeat. In the next year, the parakoimomenos sent 
Bardas Phokas, a βαρβᾶτος, against Bardas Skleros instead. Skylitzes seem- 
ingly reads Bardas Skleros” mind at the moment when he hears about his 
new adversary: 


And Skleros having heard of the setting out of the other [Bardas Phokas], and 
now for the first time having formed the opinion that it would be a struggle for 
him against a warlike man, [he knew it would be against] one who knew how 
to meet the eventualities of war nobly and with special skill, and not, as before, 
against the castrated little men, ones of the bed-chamber and raised in the shade... 
(Skylitzes, Synopsis historion: Basil and Konstantinos 8/324? 


6 Ὧν ἀγγελθέντων τῷ βασιλεῖ καὶ τῷ παρακοιμωμένῳ, βουλῆς προτεθείσης ἔδοξε τῶν 
τῷ βασιλεῖ ᾠκειωμένων τινὰ ἰσοτύραννον εἰληφότα ἀρχὴν καὶ ἀνεύθυνον, καὶ ἐξουσίαν 
ἔχοντα τιμαῖς τε προβιβάζειν καὶ δώροις καταπλουτίζειν τοὺς προσχωροῦντας, χωρῆσαι 
κατὰ τοῦ τυράννου. ἤρεσεν ἢ γνώμη, καὶ πέμπεται Λέων ὃ τοῦ βασιλέως πρωτοβεστιάριος, 
σύμβουλον εἰληφὼς καὶ Ἰωάννην τινὰ πατρίκιον, ἄνδρα ἐπίσημον καὶ ἐπὶ λόγων ἕξει βεβο- 
ημένον, ἐξουσίαν ἐκ βασιλέως δεξάμενος πάντα ἀδιστάκτως ποιεῖν, ὅσα ἔξεστι βασιλεῖ. 

7 Those who were made eunuchs in boyhood did not develop a man's heavy beard. For 
more on castration and eunuch physiology, see TOUGHER, The eunuch [see n. 3], pp. 26-35. 

$ GULLAND, Fonctions et dignités [see n. 3], pp. 202-220; N. OIKONOMIDES, Les listes de 
préséance byzantines des IX* et X* siecles, Paris, 1972, p. 133.22; TOUGHER, The eunuch [see 
n. 3], p. 58. 

2 καὶ ὃ Σκληρὸς δὲ τὴν τούτου ἔξοδον ἀκηκοώς, καὶ νῦν πρῶτον οἰηθεὶς τὸν ἀγῶνα 
ἔσεσθαι αὐτῷ πρὸς ἄνδρα πολεμιστὴν καὶ φέρειν εἰδότα γενναίως καὶ τακτικῶς τὰς πολέ- 
μου στροφάς, καὶ οὐχ, ὡς τὸ πρότερον, πρὸς ἀνδράρια ἐκτετμημένα θαλαμευόμενα καὶ 
σκιατραφῆ... 
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In Bardas Skleros' estimation, the current engagement was to be more 
serious. He would not be up against eunuchs who, he thought, were fit only 
for the palace and existed indoors and not in the sunny places of battle. 
He thinks of this explicitly in terms of gender, seeing Phokas as a warlike 
man (ἀνὴρ πολεμιστής) and the eunuchs (and read Leo) as “castrated little 
men" (ἀνδράρια ἐκτετμημένα) who were raised and served inside: eunuchs 
were delicate and had a deficit of masculinity. The weight of centuries-old 
anti-eunuch discourse is strong here.!? 

At this point, a reader of Skylitzes' account should have questions. What 
are we to think of the constellation of facts about Leo? On the one hand, 
Leo was trusted and apparently had delivered good results in the past. While, 
on the other, Skylitzes reads Skleros’ mind where he attributes Leo's failure 
to the fact of eunuchism: not being a βαρβᾶτος, of course Leo lost. One does 
not go to Byzantine historiography for a nuanced discussion of the inter- 
section of gender and authority, but all the same Skylitzes offers a dynamic 
for contemplation: we have belittling based in centuries of anti-eunuch 
invective and trust based in the immediate experience of character and a good 
track-record. 

It is a fact that there was considerable social integration of eunuch men 
in the Byzantine empire of its middle centuries.!! Eunuchs were not the 
socially dead outsiders we know from late antiquity.!? All offices, with the 
exception of emperor, quaistor, and eparch of Constantinople were open to 
eunuchs, and we have evidence of eunuchs holding all the ones allowed to 
them in these centuries. There was of course the survival of attitudes dating 
from late antiquity that were critical of eunuchs,'* and the stigmatizing prac- 
tice of not allowing eunuchs to marry was reiterated by emperor Leo VI 
around 900, though he did allow eunuch men to adopt.!* But integration and 


10 See, e.g., J. LONG, Claudian's In Eutropium; Or how, when, and why to slander a 
eunuch, Chapel hill — North Carolina, 1996, passim; M. KUEFLER, The manly eunuch: Mas- 
culinity, gender ambiguity, and Christian ideology in late antiquity, Chicago, 2001, passim; 
C. ΜΕ5515, Les eunuques à Byzance, entre réalité et imaginaire (Dossiers byzantins, 14), Paris, 
2014, pp. 213-228; RINGROSE, The perfect servant [see n. 4], pp. 35-37; TOUGHER, The eunuch 
[see n. 3], pp. 96-98, 102-104 for anti-eunuch invective. 

11 RINGROSE, The perfect servant [see n. 4], pp. 186-193; TOUGHER, The eunuch [see n. 3], 
pp. 60-66, 129. 

1? See, e.g., K. HOPKINS, Conquerors and slaves, Cambridge, 1978; LONG, Claudian's In 
Eutropium [see n. 10]; KUEFLER, The manly eunuch [see n. 10]; or O. PATTERSON, Slavery and 
social death, Cambridge (MA), 1982. 

3 See n. 10. 

^ At the end of the ninth century, Novel 26 of Leo VI allowed eunuchs to adopt, while 
the same emperor's Novel 98 reiterated that eunuchs were not allowed to wed (R. J. MACRIDES, 
Kinship by arrangement: The case of adoption, in DOP, 44 [1990], p. 111; Messıs Les 
eunuques, [see n. 10], pp. 100-104 [I believe that Messis means Novel 26 when he says 23]; 


400 MARK MASTERSON 


trust are also discernible as a counter-balance to these stigmatizing practices. 
Itis clear to me that an account of eunuchs in Byzantine society that empha- 
sises negative portrayals and differences between eunuch and bearded is 
going to miss the facts of human connection. Critical language was available 
to those disappointed in a eunuch, and eunuchs could also be excessively 
praised for transcending corporeal desires (about which more below), but 
these languages would not be used in day to day relations. The internal 
monologue of Bardas Skleros that Skylitzes reports was not something that 
was going to be said or, I venture, much thought when, say, the imperial 
palace was in full ritual mode. 

Through a discussion of Nikephoros Ouranos, an important political 
figure from the reign of Basil IL, I would like to get away from exclusion, 
which both invective and excessive praise cause, and focus instead on ways 
in which there was connection and integration. How do men build rela- 
tionships and get along at these high levels of Byzantine society? I am 
particularly interested in how the term man/aner is applicable to all men, 
whether they are eunuch or bearded. This fact has always been a challenge 
for scholarly accounts of eunuchs that emphasise difference, a fact that these 
accounts cannot explain. This essay is a beginning to a much longer discus- 
sion of masculinity in these centuries of the empire, a discussion that will 
better account for the men of the upper levels of Byzantine society and the 
language they used to speak to and about each other.!® 


II. PREVIOUS SCHOLARSHIP AND REPARATIVE READING 


Accounts of recent decades have emphasised differences between eunuchs 
and the bearded. The efforts have been to get at perceptions of what eunuchs 
were and how they functioned in Byzantine society. There has been research 
into how eunuchs were made and the differences that occurred when eunuchs 
were made at different ages. A man who had been a eunuch from boyhood 


P. NOAILLES — A. DAIN, Les novelles de Léon VI le Sage, Paris, 1944, ad loc.; TOUGHER, The 
eunuch, [see n. 3], p. 66. 

15 OIKONOMIDES, Les listes [see n. 8], pp. 125.13-135.10; M. PARANI, Look like an angel: 
The attire of eunuchs and its significance within the context of middle Byzantine court ceremonial, 
in A. D. BEIHAMMER — S. G. CONSTANTINOU — M. PARANI (eds), Court ceremonies and rituals 
of power in Byzantium and the medieval Mediterranean: Comparative perspectives (The 
Medieval Mediterranean, 98), Leiden — Boston, 2013, pp. 433-463; RINGROSE, The perfect 
servant [see n. 4], pp. 81-83, 163-183; TOUGHER, The eunuch [see n. 3], pp. 54-60. 

16 For more on Byzantine manhood in its middle centuries, see M. MASTERSON, Between 
Byzantine men: Desire, brotherhood, and male culture in the medieval empire, London, forth- 
coming. 
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would have looked and sounded different from a man who had been made 
a eunuch when an adult." There has also been debate about whether the 
Byzantines thought eunuchs were a third sex or third gender.'* Ultimately 
the emphasis in the secondary literature has been on what was said explicitly 
about eunuchs in the sources. This explicit language comes in two varieties. 
On the one side, we read language of abuse that has roots in late antiquity. 
Skylitzes’ portrayal of Bardas Skleros’ internal monologue is an example 
of this kind of language.!” The other kind of language praises eunuchs as 
angelic creatures that have transcended earthly passions and involvements. 
Matthew 19:12 is important in this, inasmuch as Jesus praises as eunuchs 
those who forego carnality.?? There also are many examples of eunuchs as 
angels in the sources. For example, Ioseph Genesios, the mid-tenth century 
historiographer, tells a story about a dream kaisar Bardas had. Uncle to 
emperor Michael III (842-867), Bardas had a dream that featured himself and 
his nephew, the emperor Michael. In it, Bardas and Michael saw St. Peter 
and two angels. These two angels looked like praipositoi, which meant that 
they were attired like the leading eunuchs in the empire: praipositos to the 
emperor was the highest office a eunuch could hold: 


It seemed to the kaisar that he saw a dream... [in the dream] gleaming angels 
appeared to them [i.e., Bardas and emperor Michael] and further within, an old 
man, enthroned, was seen above. Who was this man? Peter, the leading one of 
the apostles... [Peter pronounces doom on Michael and Bardas] and together 
with the sentence he [Peter] gives a short dagger to one of the two [angels] 


17 Messıs, Les eunuques [see n. 10], pp. 40-45; TOUGHER, The eunuch [see n. 3], pp. 26-35. 

18 G. SIDÉRIS believes we should regard eunuchs as a third sex in Byzantium, speaking, 
e.g., of the “trisexuation de la société byzantine" (G. SIDERIS, La trisexuation à Byzance, in 
M. RIOT-SARCEY [ed], De la difference des sexes. Le genre en historie, Paris, 2010, p. 80). 
K. M. RINGROSE argues that eunuchs were a third gender: “...for all of the ambiguity and 
negative rhetoric associated with them, eunuchs constituted a permanent third gender in the 
Byzantine world” (The perfect servant [see n. 4], p. 84). C. Messıs’ position is that the 
eunuch is a sort of category (“Les eunuques constituent une catégorie fluide entre les hommes 
et les femmes et leur présence provoque continuellement un débat, implicite ou explicite, sur la 
hiérarchie sexuelle.””), now to be seen as masculine, now feminine (Les eunuques [see n. 10], 
p. 365). S. TOUGHER’s position (The eunuch [see n. 3], pp. 109-111) is close to C. Messıs’, 
though he does entertain the notion that eunuchs could be a third gender (The eunuch [see 
n. 3], p. 118). 

19 See, e.g., LONG, Claudian's In Eutropium [see n. 10], passim; KUEFLER, The manly eunuch 
[see n. 10], passim; Messıs, Les eunuques [see n. 10], pp. 213-228; RINGROSE The perfect 
servant [see n. 4], pp. 35-37; TOUGHER, The eunuch [see n. 3], pp. 96-98, 102-104. 

30 For there are those who were born from their mother's womb as eunuchs. There are 
eunuchs who were made so by men and there are eunuchs who have made themselves 
eunuchs for the sake of the kingdom of heaven. (Matthew 19:12) (εἰσὶν γὰρ εὐνοῦχοι 
οἵτινες ἐκ κοιλίας μητρὸς ἐγεννήθησαν οὕτως, καὶ εἰσὶν εὐνοῦχοι οἵτινες εὐνουχίσθησαν 
ὑπὸ τῶν ἀνθρώπων, καὶ εἰσὶν εὐνοῦχοι οἵτινες εὐνούχισαν ἑαυτοὺς διὰ τὴν βασιλείαν 
τῶν οὐρανῶν.) 
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standing beside him, [these ones] like gold-attired praipositoi... (Genesios, 
Basileiai 4.21)?! 


St. Peter hands a dagger to one of the angels, and this prefigures Bardas’ 
brutal assassination in 866 by dismemberment at the hands of soon-to-be 
emperor Basil I. But the point to take away from this is that we have an 
enthroned Peter who has below and before him two angels that Genesios 
characterizes as praipositoi. This dream’s metaphor for an angel is a eunuch 
court official.” 

Harsh dichotomy accordingly bedevils explicit discourse about Byzan- 
tine eunuchs. Sometimes the talk is negative, like what we see above from 
Skylitzes, or it can be excessively laudatory, with the latter often comparing 
eunuchs to angels and persons who have transcended corporeal passions. 
A refrain in the scholarship is that this is a confusing scene,? that eunuchs 
have an ambiguity about them.?* And if the objective is to understand what 
the Byzantines in general thought about eunuchs, or what Byzantine 
eunuchs might have felt about themselves, this conflicted scene delivering 
confusion is no surprise. A further problem is that thinking in terms of a 
third sex, a third gender, or a category that inclines now one way, now 
another, demands that these sources speak of ontology and essence when 
they are first and foremost doing serious rhetorical work. It is best 
to think not about what the language may be telling us about eunuchs per 
se but rather about what is in speakers' minds as they speak to or about 
eunuchs.? Language about eunuchs should be viewed as not so much 


?! ἔδοξεν ὄναρ ὁρᾶν γε τῷ καίσαρι... λαμπροφοροῦντες τούτοις ἀνεφάνησαν ἄγγελοι, 
p οραν ye τῷ p HTPOPOP ς ς φανη YY 


καὶ πρὸς toig ἔσω διώπτετό τις ὑπεράνω γηραιὸς θρονιζόμενος: τίς οὗτος; Πέτρος à 
ἀποστόλων προβάθµιος...καὶ ἅμα τῷ λόγῳ Evi δύο τινῶν παρ᾽ αὐτῷ ἱσταμένων osì πραι- 
ποσίτων χρυσοενδύτων βραχεῖαν ἐπιδίδωσι μάχαιραν... 

2 For discussion and examples of idealizing language referring to eunuchs see, e.g., 
C. MESSIS, Les voix littéraires des eunuques: Genre et identité du soi à Byzance, in DOP, 70 
(2016), p. 206; IDEM, Les eunuques [see n. 10], pp. 209-231; RINGROSE, The perfect servant 
[see n. 4], pp. 116-125; G. SIDERIS, “Eunuchs of light." Power, imperial ceremonial and 
positive representations of eunuchs in Byzantium (4th — 12th centuries AD), in S. TOUGHER 
(ed), Eunuchs in antiquity and beyond, London, 2002, pp. 161-175; TOUGHER, The eunuch [see 
n. 3], pp. 104-107. 

23 Messıs, Les eunuques [see n. 10], p. 362; IDEM, Les voix littéraires des eunuques [see 
n. 22], p. 192 (“Toute représentation de l'eunuque, positive ou négative, se trouve ainsi piégée.”); 
TouGHER, The eunuch [see n. 3], pp. 96, 109. 

24 RINGROSE, The perfect servant [see n. 4], p. 7. 

> S. TOUGHER also thinks it important to consider the thoughts of a writer or speaker, 
stating that the identity of the eunuch was variable according to what was in a speaker's mind, 
e.g., “...perhaps the gender categorisation of eunuchs was fluid according to the wishes of the 
[Byzantine] commentator [on eunuchs]” (The eunuch [see n. 3], p. 111), or “Byzantines had 
a choice in how to understand eunuchs" (The eunuch [see n. 3], p. 109; cf. to a recent similar 
statement: S. TOUGHER, Byzantine court eunuchs and the Macedonian dynasty (867-1056): 
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about what eunuchs were thought to be, but rather about what the speaker 
wanted from a eunuch and/or what the speaker thought or feared about 
himself. In other words, blame and old-style invective were a way to 
express anger against an individual eunuch (or at a state apparatus) that 
opposed one's ambition. It was a way of expressing anger at a man, who 
happened to be a eunuch, who had gotten in the way. He's no better than 
a woman! He's a greedy old woman, half-man" were invective against an 
authority that had not given what the speaker wanted. In contrast, exces- 
sive praise of eunuchs could be flattery meant to accomplish a goal. Praise 
of eunuchs could also function as (not so) covert criticism of carnally 
intact men; it was the fallen nature of the bearded body that it itched to 
ejaculate its semen. “Bearded ones! Be better than this!” 

Scholarship reads these opposed discourses to come to an idea of what 
eunuchs were, and this makes bearded and eunuchs into different creatures. 
Not surprising then is the creation of another category altogether, and 
opining about a different gender or sex. When we discover different sexes 
or genders altogether, this is tantamount to a demystification of supposed 
Byzantine evasions. It is the application of a hermeneutics of suspicion to 
these medieval sources. We see past the conflicted surface of discourse to 
an identity that causes the play of contradictions on the surface. This is what 
Eve Kosofsky Sedgwick calls “paranoid reading.” 

A predominant style of investigation in the humanities for decades now 
—and especially where issues of gender or sexuality are at issue—, paranoid 
reading reveals structures of oppression and separation. It approaches evi- 
dence with searching scepticism, hence the association of the term “herme- 
neutics of suspicion" with it. In many ways paranoid reading has been 
salutary. It has given scholars of sex and gender a powerful way to look at 
earlier epochs to find and conceptualize the lives of those who were in 
dominated groups. That said, it has frequently been reductive. Emphasis on 
oppressive modes and the generation of analytical schematizations simplify 
a scholarly narrative with the result that much of what we can see are rules 
and oppression and not how life can be lived in spite of and amid them. 
In the case of the evidence at hand, the effort to see a separate nature for 
eunuchs puts an othering and frequently stigmatizing discourse into strong 


Family, power and gender, in A. HoFERT, M. M. MESLEY and S. TOLINO [eds], Celibate and 
childless men in power: Ruling eunuchs and bishops in the pre-modern world, New York, 2017, 
p. 240: “Byzantium inherited diverse perceptions of eunuchs, and Byzantines can assess 
eunuchs as it suited them"). 

26 E, K. SEDGWICK, Paranoid reading and reparative reading, or, you're so paranoid, you 
probably think this essay is about you, in Touching feeling: Affect, pedagogy, performativity, 
Durham (NC), 2003, pp. 123-151. 
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relief. Foregrounding this discourse in scholarly accounts makes it easy to 
get into the mind of, say, Skylitzes’ Bardas Skleros, while not helping us 
understand instances where eunuchs are explicitly called men (andres). An 
emphasis on stigma also renders Basil II’s and Basil the parakoimomenos” 
decision to entrust a command to Leo puzzling, when it should not be. 
Leo was hardly the first eunuch to have a military command. One need only 
think of Justinian I’s Solomon and Narses from the sixth century." 

Instead of paranoid reading, Sedgwick proposes “reparative reading". 
Reparative reading looks for wholeness and prioritizes how people got on 
with life even if there were obstacles. It is a mode of interpretation that 
views evidence with an avowed aim of considering how "communities suc- 
ceed in extracting sustenance from the objects of a culture—even of a cul- 
ture whose avowed desire has often been not to sustain them.” Reparative 
reading is attuned to contingency and the unexpected. Rather than documen- 
tation of things that stigmatize, reparative reading wishes to “confer pleni- 
tude."?? In terms of this discussion of Byzantine eunuchs, it means getting 
past both invective about a lack of manhood and distancing celestialising 
language, both of which foreground the fact of castration, to think about 
cooperation, accommodation, and wholeness: in a word, plenitude.?? 

In the second half of this essay, I will consider Nikephoros Ouranos, a 
probable eunuch, whose career was even more brilliant than Leo's. We have 
writings addressed to him and a number of writings from his own pen?! 
I will offer a reparative reading of a letter written to him to think not about 
what a eunuch was but how men, some of whom were eunuchs while others 
were bearded, might have made connections with one another. 


27 For more on eunuchs in authority and as generals see TOUGHER, Byzantine court eunuchs 
and the Macedonian dynasty [see n. 25], pp. 235-239; and on Narses in particular, see S. TOUGHER 
Byzantine eunuchs as generals: The case of Narses, in M. GRÜNBART (ed), Verflechtungen 
zwischen Byzanz und dem Orient, Münster, forthcoming. 

35 SEDGWICK, Paranoid reading and reparative reading [see n. 26], pp. 150-151. 

2 SEDGWICK, Paranoid reading and reparative reading [see n. 26], p. 149. 

30 E, Κ. SEDGWICK's notion of the effects of reparative reading is broader than conferring 
plenitude on personages who may be visible only fitfully through, say, invective or oppression. 
She also sees these narratives helping current readers and writers. Wholeness discovered amid 
travail elsewhere helps to secure it amid travail here: 


The desire of a reparative impulse...is additive and accretive. Its fear, a realistic one, is 
that culture surrounding it [NOTE: then and now, I think] is inadequate or inimical to 
its nurture; it wants to assemble and confer plenitude on an object that will then have 
resources to offer to an inchoate self. (SEDGWICK, Paranoid reading and reparative reading 
[see n. 26], p. 149) 


This facet to reparative reading is not an explicit concern in this discussion of Byzantium. 
31 Space will not permit discussion of his writings, in particular his letters. Those interested 
should consult MASTERSON, Between Byzantine men [see n. 16]. 
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III. NIKEPHOROS OURANOS: BIOGRAPHY 


Nikephoros Ouranos was an important writer? and political figure in the 
reign of emperor Basil 11.2% He is not identified as a eunuch in the primary 
literature and scholars have never, so far as I have been able to discover, 
said he was one. His career was spectacular. He started in the palace, first 
appearing in the record in the early 980s as epi tou kanikleiou.** There is 
also a lead seal from the period of the 980s belonging to a Nikephoros 
Ouranos, and it's highly likely it is he, that shows him to be magistros, 
vestarches, and praitor of the Kibyrrhaiotai.*> Significant in the context of 


32 A corpus of letters, a military taktika, hagiography, and poetry survive from his pen. 

33 For summary of Nikephoros' life, see A. Dam, La "Tactique" de Nicéphore Ouranos, 
Paris, 1937, pp. 134-136; J. DARROUZES, Épistoliers byzantins du X* siécle (Archives de l'Orient 
Chrétien, 6), Paris, 1960, pp. 45-48; GUILLAND, Recherches [see n. 4], L, p. 448; and E. MCGEER, 
Tradition and reality in the "Taktika" of Nikephoros Ouranos, in DOP, 45 (1991), pp. 129-131. 
Also see the entry for Nikephoros on the site, Prosopographie der mittelbyzantinischen Zeit 
online (https://www.degruyter.com/view/PMBZ/PMBZ27771). J. DARROUZES and E. MCGEER 
also give details on his various writings. 

34 H. F. AMEDROZ - D. S. MARGOLIOUTH, The eclipse of the Abbasid caliphate: Original 
chronicles of the fourth Islamic century, Vol. 4 of The eclipse of the Abbasid caliphate, Oxford — 
London, 1921, pp. 30-31, 33-34; BROKKAAR, Basil Lacapenus [see n. 3], p. 230, n. 2; J.-C. 
CHEYNET, Basil II and Asia Minor, in P. MAGDALINO (ed), Byzantium in the year 1000 (The 
Medieval Mediterranean, 45), Leiden, 2003, p. 89; IDEM, Pouvoir et contestations à Byzance 
(963-1210) (Byzantina Sorbonensia, 9), Paris, 1990, p. 195; C. HOLMES, Constantinople in 
the reign of Basil II, in E. M. JEFFREYS (ed), Byzantine style, religion and civilization: In honour 
of Sir Steven Runciman, Cambridge (UK), 2006, p. 331; EADEM, Basil II and the governance 
of empire (976-1025), Oxford, 2005, p. 384, n. 192, pp. 457, 523-524; V. LAURENT, La chro- 
nologie des gouverneurs d'Antioche sous la seconde domination byzantine, in Mélanges de 
l'Université Saint-Joseph, 38 (1962), p. 235, p. 235, n. 1; MCGEER, Tradition and reality [see 
n. 33], p. 130. There is a lead seal that possibly identifies Nikephoros as epi tou kanikleiou 
(and also as anthypatos and patrikios): G. ZAcos — J. NESBITT (compl.), Byzantine Lead 
Seals, Il, Bern, 1984, p. 392 (#861): Θεοτόκε βοήθει τῷ σῷ δούλῳ Νικηφόρῳ ἀνθυπάτῳ, 
πατρικίῳ καὶ τοῦ κανικλείου (cf. V. LAURENT, Le corpus des sceaux de l'empire byzantin, I, 
L'Administration centrale, Paris, 1981, pp. 102-103 [#219]: Νικηφόρῳ ἀνθυπάτῳ, πατρικίῳ 
καὶ τοῦ κανικλείου). We are not certain that it is he because “Ouranos” is missing. Leo Syn- 
adenos's Letter 13 is addressed «To the Keeper of the Imperial Inkstand» (Τῷ κανικλείου). 
It is thought that the keeper in question is Nikephoros. For more, see M. P. VINSON, The 
correspondence of Leo, Metropolitan of Synada and Syncellus (CFHB, 23), Washington, D.C., 
1985, pp. 22-23, 102-103. 

35 The text of this seal reads as follows: Θεοτόκε βοήθει Νικηφόρῳ μαγίστρῳ βεστάρχῃ, 
πραιτώρι τῶν Κιβυρραιωτῶν τῷ Οὐρανῷ. It is held in the Royal Ontario Museum. I thank 
Eric McGeer and Jonathan Shea for their help in locating this seal and sending the text to me. 
Other places where Nikephoros is shown to have the title of magistros include the following: 
Skylitzes, Synopsis historion: Basil and Konstantinos 29/345, 43/364; DARROUZES, Épistoliers 
byzantins [see n. 33], p. 47; GUILLAND, Recherches [see n. 4], I, pp. 18, 134, 220, 393, 448; 
HOLMES, Governance of empire [see n. 34], p. 350; MCGEER, Tradition and reality [see n. 33], 
p. 130, n. 13, p. 131; S. G. ΜΕΚΟΑΤΙ, Versi di Niceforo Uranos in morte di Simeone Meta- 
fraste, in AB, 68 (1950), p. 126. The Royal Ontario Museum seal is the only record of him 
being called either praitor or vestarches. Letter 96 from the collection of letters attributed to 
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the current argument is the fact that the dignity of vestarches was reserved 
to eunuchs at this time in the empire.? Another office he held was vestes.? 
Also in the early 980s, Nikephoros went on an important diplomatic mission 
to Baghdad related to the rebel Bardas Skleros, who had been imprisoned 
there. This mission apparently went wrong because Nikephoros was also 
imprisoned. He was eventually released in 986, and once he was back home, 
further honours, marks of emperor Basil's esteem, came to him. He was 
made domestikos of the West and scored a fine victory against the Bulgar- 
ians at the river Spercheios in 997.% Also sometime in the years 987-999 
he was made lay guardian or epitropos of the Great Laura on Mount Athos.?? 
He was also governor of Thessalonike.* In the new century, Nikephoros 
was doux of Antioch and “Master of the East” (δ κρατῶν τῆς Ἀνατολῆς)."! 
The reader will remember the powers, “absolute” (Ἰσοτύραννος) and “not 
subject to review” (ἀνεύθυνος), that Leo the protovestarios possessed. ‘Master 
of East’ strongly implies something similar to what Leo had, and probably 
greater than that.? 

Happily encumbered with titles indicating success, Nikephoros was the 
most brilliant member of the Ouranos family, of which some traces seem to 


Symeon Magistros and Logothete comes with the header, “To a Magistros" (Εἰς τὸν µάγι- 
otpov). J. DARROUZES suggested that Nikephoros was this magistros, since it is known that 
Nikephoros and Symeon were friends (Épistoliers byzantins [see n. 33], pp. 155-156). 

36 OIKONOMIDES, Les listes [see n. 8], pp. 292, 299. 

37 Skylitzes, Synopsis historion: Basil and Konstantinos 10/327; DARROUZES, Épistoliers 
byzantins [see n. 33], p. 45; GUILLAND, Recherches [see n. 4], I, pp. 448; II, p. 192; LAURENT, 
Le corpus des sceaux [see n. 34], p. 103; IDEM, La chronologie [see n. 34], p. 235, n. 1; 
MERCATI, Versi di Niceforo Uranos [see n. 35], p. 126. 

58 Skylitzes, Synopsis historion: Basil and Konstantinos 23/341; CHEYNET, Basil II [see 
n. 34], pp. 87-88; DARROUZES, Épistoliers byzantins [see n. 33], pp. 46, 47; GUILLAND, 
Recherches [see n. 4], I, pp. 393, 448; HOLMES, Governance of empire [see n. 34], pp. 107- 
109, 495; MCGEER, Tradition and reality [see n. 33], p. 130. There is a lead seal that possibly 
belonged to Nikephoros, identifying him as magistros and domestikos: ZACOS, Byzantine lead 
seals [see n. 34], p. 393 (#863) (Θεοτόκε βοήθει τῷ σῷ δούλῳ Νικηφόρῳ μαγίστρῳ καὶ 
δομεστίκῳ τῶν σχολῶν). The seal, however, lacks “Ouranos”, so identification is tentative. 

39 MCGEER, Tradition and reality [see n. 33], p. 130. 

40 GUILLAND, Recherches [see n. 4], I, pp. 393, 448; II, p. 192; HOLMES, Governance of 
empire [see n. 34], pp. 409-411, 417. 

^! Skylitzes, Synopsis historion: Basil and Konstantinos 29/345. CHEYNET, Basil II [see n. 34], 
p. 88; DARROUZES, Épistoliers byzantins [see n. 33], p. 46; GUILLAND, Recherches [see n. 4], I, 
pp. 220, 448; II, p. 192; HOLMES, Governance of empire [see n. 34], pp. 349-352, 383-389, 
477; LAURENT, La chronologie [see n. 34], pp. 235-236; MCGEER, Tradition and reality [see 
n. 33], pp. 131, 139. Here is the text of the lead seal that shows him with the title “Master of 
the East": Θ(εοτό)κε β[οήθει] τῷ [σῷ δούλῳ Nixno]óp(o) μαγίσ[τ]ρ(ῳ) τῷ κρα[τοῦ]ντι 
τῆς [Ἀν]ατολῆς [τῷ] Οὐ(ρα)νῷ: J. NESBITT — N. OIKONOMIDES (eds), Catalogue of Byzantine 
seals at Dumbarton Oaks and in the Fogg Museum of Art, Vol. 3 of The catalogue of Byzantine 
seals, Washington DC, 1996, p. 177 (391.11). 

2 HOLMES, Governance of empire [see n. 34], pp. 350-351. 


NIKEPHOROS OURANOS, EUNUCHISM, AND MASCULINITY 407 


remain. The protosphatherios, Basil Ouranos, was the addressee of three of 
Theodoros Daphnopates’ letters from the mid-tenth century.? A Michael 
Ouranos, patrikios, was mentioned in the De ceremoniis, which places 
this man in the mid-tenth century also.^^ Seals have revealed two Ouranoi 
from the eleventh century, both named Symeon: Symeon Ouranos, krites,* 
and another Symeon Ouranos who is vestarches, kensor, and also krites.* 
But for all that, our Ouranos was not connected to things in the way a mem- 
ber of the Skleros family was, or one of the house of Phokas. The Skleroi 
and Phokades were major military families whose well-networked members 
made for a clear contrast with the relatively solitary Nikephoros, whom Ibn 
Sharham, envoy to the imperial court around 980, saw as particularly close 
to emperor Basil. Holmes remarks: “If there was an alter ego whom Basil 
trusted to rule in regions where he could not be present himself for much of 
his reign it was Nikephoros.”*” Speaking of Nikephoros, Cheynet says the 
following: “judging from the chroniclers, Nikephoros appears to have been 
an isolated person, without illustrious family connections.” δ Nikephoros 
himself makes occasional mention of family in his letters. His mother and 
sister each figure in one each.* A brother, Michael, appears in four letters.5 
A word about this brother is in order. While Michael might in fact be 
his natural brother, a close reading of Letter 29, written to Paulos krites, 
proposes two other men, in addition to Michael, as brothers (adelphoi) to 


55 Basil Ouranos was the recipient of Letters 17, 18 and 31: J. DARROUZES — L. G. WESTE- 
RINK, Théodore Daphnopatés: Correspondance, Paris, 1978, pp. 168-173, 192-193. For Basil 
Ouranos in general, see CHEYNET, Basil I [see n. 34], p. 89; DARROUZES — WESTERINK, Théodore 
Daphnopates [see n. 43], pp. 21, 23; MEssis, Les eunuques [see n. 10], pp. 235-237; IDEM, 
La construction sociale, les «réalités » rhétoriques et les représentations de l'identité masculine 
à Byzance, Doctoral Dissertation, Paris, 2006, pp. 824-826; P. ODORICO, L’indicible transgres- 
sion, in M. FÖGEN (ed), Ordnung und Aufruhr im Mittelalter: Historische und juristische 
Studien zur Rebellion, Frankfurt am Main, 1995, pp. 301-312. 

4 De ceremoniis, p. 668.14. CHEYNET, Basil II [see n. 34], p. 89; R. GULLAND, Recherches 
[see n. 4], II, p. 192. 

45 Online Catalogue of Byzantine Seals (= BZS).1955.1.3897, https://www.doaks.org/ 
resources/seals: Ἅγιε Νικόλαε βοήθει κριτῇ Συμεὼν Οὐρανῷ τῷ σῷ λάτρῃ. 

46 E. MCGEER — J. NEsBITT — N. OIKONOMIDES (eds), Catalogue of Byzantine seals at Dum- 
barton Oaks and in the Fogg Museum of Art, Vol. 4 of The Catalogue of Byzantine seals, 
Washington DC, 2001, p. 117 (43.4) (= BZS.1951.31.5.1272, https://www.doaks.org/ 
resources/seals): Θεοτόκε βοήθει τῷ σῷ δούλῳ Συμμεὼν βεστάρχῃ, κένσωρι καὶ κριτῇ 
Καππαδοκίας τῷ Οὐρανῷ. 

47 HOLMES, Governance of empire [see n. 34], pp. 523-524. Cf. AMEDROZ — MARGOLIOUTH, 
The eclipse [see n. 34], pp. 25, 30, 31, 33, 34; CHEYNET, Basil II [see n. 34], p. 89. 

48 CHEYNET, Basil II [see n. 34], p. 89. 

4 Letters 10 and 32, respectively (DARROUZES, Epistoliers byzantins [see n. 33], pp. 222, 
232-233). 

50 Letters 29, 36, 37, and 39 (DARROUZES, Épistoliers byzantins [see n. 33], pp. 230-231, 
236-239) are the letters in question. Michael is the addressee of Letter 37. 
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Nikephoros. This cascading of adelphoi poses questions. It could be that 
Michael was Nikephoros' spiritual brother instead, made so through the 
ritual of adelphopoiesis. Or if it is not that, “adelphos” could even be a 
euphemistic term designating real or hoped-for trust. Given the broad remit 
of the term adelphos at this point in Byzantine history (biological, spiritual, 
or euphemistic), we cannot tell if Michael was Nikephoros' biological 
brother or not. This uncertainty also applies to the two other brothers in this 
letter.?! 


IV. NIKEPHOROS OURANOS AS EUNUCH 


We have no statement from himself or from others that Nikephoros was 
a eunuch. This is because we don't encounter Nikephoros in invective or 
in ceremonial contexts attired in costume decreed for eunuchs.’ Nor is he 
providing an example to the bearded to guide their efforts to be more con- 
tinent. Nikephoros being identified simply as a man and not a eunuch in the 
sources, and he does appear rather often, should also occasion no surprise: 
eunuchs are an under-reported category in the historiographies and other 
records.?? Dispassionate or friendly speech about a eunuch militated against 


5! For more on spiritual or ritual brotherhood in the Byzantine Empire, a subject about 
which there has been contention, see J. BOSWELL, Same-sex unions in premodern Europe, New 
York, 1994; MACRIDES, Kinship by arrangement [see n. 14]; MASTERSON, Between Byzantine 
men [see n. 16]; C. MEssıs, Des amitiés intimes à l'institution d'un lien social: l''adelphopoiia' 
à Byzance, in P. ODORICO — N. PASERO (eds), Corrispondenza d'amorosi sensi: L'omoerotismo 
nella letteratura medieval (Ricerche intermedievali, 3), Alessandria, 2008, pp. 31-64; S. Μοκ- 
RIS, "When brothers dwell in unity": Byzantine Christianity and homosexuality, Jefferson 
(NC), 2016; E. PATLAGEAN, Christianization and ritual kinship in the Byzantine area, in 
R. FORSTER — O. A. RANUM (eds), E. FORSTER — P. M. RANUM (trans), Ritual, religion, and the 
sacred: Selections from the Annales. Économies, Sociétés, Civilisations, VII, Baltimore, 1982 
(= 1946), pp. 81-94; C. Rapp, Brother-making in late antiquity and Byzantium: Monks, laymen 
and Christian ritual, New York, 2016; EADEM, Ritual brotherhood in Byzantium, in Traditio, 
52 (1997), pp. 285-326. 

52 See, e.g., RINGROSE, The perfect servant [see n. 4], pp. 163-183 or PARANI, Look like an 
angel [see n. 15], for discussion of eunuchs in palace ceremonial. 

55 MESSIS, Les eunuques [see n. 10], p. 258, remarks that the historiographers and others 
don't speak explicitly of eunuchs much. One decides that a man is a eunuch from statements 
about the office they held: “...les eunuques palatins...sont désignés par leur fonction plutót 
que par leur nature" (cf. p. 272: *Dans cet ensemble de textes, la présentation des eunuques 
à la méme cadence que celle des Continuateurs de Théophane: références éparses sans aucun 
commentaire, qu'il soit positif ou négatif, et la plupart du temps la seule indication du titre 
aulique du personnage concerné"). In a later publication, C. MEssis posits “a voice of silence” 
(Les voix littéraires des eunuques [see n. 22], p. 199: “une voix du silence") that chooses to 
speak of eunuchs not as eunuchs, but as men: 


Le premier choix est de garder un silence obstiné, de refuser tout commentaire, de dis- 
simuler tout renseignement sexué, y compris la qualité d'eunuque d'une personne. Dans 
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calling a eunuch anything other than an aner. Indeed, in Nikephoros' own 
fifth letter, in which he speaks about Basil the parakoimomenos, who was 
mentioned at the beginning of this paper, he does not call him a eunuch. 
He calls him an aner.** But, as the secondary literature has so far followed 
the lead of the sources to under-report eunuchs, I must argue first that 
Nikephoros Ouranos was a eunuch. 

It is easier to argue that Nikephoros was a eunuch than that he was 
bearded. In the first place, he held the position of vestarches, which—as 
mentioned above— was reserved for eunuchs. In itself, this should incline 
historians to think that Nikephoros was, indeed, a eunuch. But there is, 
nevertheless, more evidence to sustain such a notion, evidence which is 
welcome because while an office is strong indicator of eunuch status, it need 
not be conclusive." Eunuchs had the ability to occupy every position that 
Nikephoros did.* Then there's the position of trust he maintained with 
emperor Basil. An intimate in the palace prior to taking to the field, he had 
a career arc resembling that of Leo the protovestarios. While there's mention 
of a sister and mother (and brother possibly), there's no mention of a wife 


ces écrits, l'eunuque est totalement assimilé au monde masculin. (ΜΕ5515, Les voix lit- 
téraires des eunuques [see n. 22], p. 199) 


In my opinion, C. MEssis’ understanding of the evidence offers not so much a voice of silence, 
but rather a voice of silencing and even stigmatization. I feel we do better to regard the moti- 
vation not to name a man as a eunuch as a welcoming gesture and an indication of a desire 
to find common ground. Apposite in the present moment are S. TOUGHER’s reflections (Gen- 
dering grief: emotional eunuchs — consoling Constantine the Paphlagonian, in M. MEYER and 
S. CONSTANTINOU [eds], Emotions and gender in Byzantine culture, Cham, Switzerland, 2019, 
pp. 103-104) on another possible eunuch: Leo the protospatharios, who is the addresse of 
Letter 6 by Theodoros of Nikaia (DARROUZES, Épistoliers byzantins [see n. 33], pp. 276-277). 
S. TOUGHER suggests that even though Leo is not called a eunuch in the letter (which is a 
consolation letter on the death of Leo's mother), we do well to entertain the notion that Leo 
could be a eunuch because of the family situation to which Theodoros refers: Leo has neither 
wife nor children in whom he can find comfort in his grief. 

54 DARROUZES, Épistoliers byzantins [see n. 33], pp. 145-146. C. MESsIS draws attention 
to the proemion and poem preceding a tenth-century naval taktikon that treat Basil the 
parakoimomenos in a fashion similar to the way Nikephoros does (Les eunuques [see n. 10], 
pp. 210-212, cf. Messis, Les voix littéraires des eunuques [see n. 22], pp. 202-203). He also 
sees a similar dynamic at work in the presentation of Ioseph Bringas in Theophanes continuatus 
(ΜΕ5515, Les voix littéraires des eunuques [see n. 22], p. 203). For more on calling eunuchs 
men/andres in the sources, see MESSIS, Les voix littéraires des eunuques [see n. 22], pp. 199, 
207. 

55 To know that office is a strong but not conclusive indicator of eunuch or bearded status, 
one need only remember that Basil L prior to becoming emperor, held the office of parakoi- 
momenos in the mid-ninth century and he was most certainly not a eunuch. 

36 A reader may wonder whether Nikephoros being a domestikos is an argument against 
him being a eunuch, for Philotheos (OIKONOMIDES, Les listes [see n. 8], p. 135.9-10) says that 
a eunuch could not be a domestikos. But that is best thought of as accepted practice for around 
the year 899. There were eunuch domestikoi in the tenth and eleventh centuries: see, e.g., 
GUILLAND, Fonctions et dignités [see n. 3], p. 186; TOUGHER, The eunuch [see n. 3], p. 59. 
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or children.? It is also well-known that families in these centuries had taken 
to castrating sons with a view toward a member of their family having the 
kind of career that Nikephoros had.?? And there's the fact, already noted, 
that eunuchs were called men (andres) when an author had no axe to grind. 

I wish to discuss a final piece of evidence that bears on the question of 
Nikephoros' possible eunuch status: the naming of Michael, the doux of 
Antioch and nephew of emperor Michael VI, as “Ouranos” by imperial 
proclamation in 1056. Skylitzes writes the following: 


...and all those who were leading the army and who were distinguished on 
account of lineage or bravery came forward. They were the magistros, Isaakios 
Komnenos, and magistros Katakalon Kekaumenos — and this one [Kekaumenos] 
was doux of Antioch. Michael, the nephew of the emperor, succeeded him, 
when he [Kekaumenos] had been relieved of his command. [The emperor] at 
the same time named [his nephew] “Ouranos” in his proclamation, as though 
he traced his lineage back to old Ouranos, [and he also named him] magistros 
of Antioch, just as that one [Nikephoros Ouranos] had been. Having honoured 
him, he sent him as successor to Kekaumenos... (Skylitzes, Synopsis historion: 
Michael the old man 2/483)? 


In his short reign (1056-57), Michael VI appointed his nephew, also 
named Michael, doux of Antioch to replace Katakalon Kekaumenos. As he 
did this, the emperor gave his nephew the title “Ouranos” as a sobriquet. 
This was an honor and Nikephoros' grandeur rubbed off on this later doux.% 
This use of Nikephoros' name has a conceivable connection to his eunuch 
status. It seems unlikely that there was an actual genealogical relationship, 
as has been posited in some of the secondary literature?! (a notion Skylitzes’ 


57 DARROUZES, Épistoliers byzantins [see n. 33], p. 48. 

58 Messis, Les eunuques [see n. 10], pp. 50-51, 293, 366; IDEM, Les voix littéraires des 
eunuques [see n. 22], p. 206; RINGROSE, The perfect servant [see n. 4], 193; TOUGHER, The 
eunuch [see n. 3], p. 61 but pp. 60-67; Skylitzes (Synopsis historion: Konstantinos VII 11/244) 
notes that Polyeuktos (Patriarch, 956-970) was castrated by his parents: ὑπὸ τῶν γονέων ... 
εὐνουχισθείς. 

5 μπάντες εἰσῆλθον oi τοῦ στρατοῦ ἡγούμενοι καὶ γένει καὶ ἀνδρείᾳ ὠνομασμένοι,--- 
ἦσαν δὲ ὅ τε μάγιστρος Ἰσαάκιος ô Κομνηνὸς καὶ ὃ μάγιστρος Κατακαλὼν ὃ Κεκαυμένος 
(δοὺξ δὲ οὗτος ἦν Ἀντιοχείας, καὶ παραλυθέντα τοῦτον τῆς ἀρχῆς διεδέξατο Μιχαὴλ ὃ 
τοῦ βασιλέως ἀνεψιός, ὃν ἅμα τῇ ἀναρρήσει Οὐρανὸν κατονοµάσας, óc δῆθεν εἰς τὸν 
παλαιὸν Οὐρανὸν ἀναφέροντα τὸ γένος, καὶ μάγιστρον Ἀντιοχείας, ὥσπερ ἦν ἐκεῖνος, 
τιμήσας διάδοχον ἐκπέμπει τῷ Κεκαυμένο)... 

60 For more on this later Michael Ouranos, see GUILLAND, Recherches [see n. 4], I, pp. 18, 
134. IL, p. 192 [Michael IV is an error at this last locus]; LAURENT, La chronologie [see 
n. 34], p. 243; MCGEER, Tradition and reality [see n. 33], p. 131, p. 131, n. 20. 

9! J.-C. CHEYNET seems mistaken in his reading of Skylitzes’ text when he imagines that 
it must be the case that the Ouranoi had married into the Bringai (the family of Michael VI) 
at some point (CHEYNET, Basil II [see n. 34], p. 89). J. WORTLEY hesitantly posits a genealog- 
ical relationship: “Michael could have been related to him on the female side," J. WORTLEY 
(comm. and trans.), Joannes Skylitzes: A synopsis of Byzantine history, 811-1057, New York, 
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text makes doubtful in any case9). The availability of the name instead 
suggests a lack of descendants from Nikephoros himself. 

In summation, then, the bulk of the evidence suggests that Nikephoros 
was a eunuch. The fact that we have no explicit mention of him being a 
eunuch is hardly conclusive. The details of Nikephoros' life—especially his 
holding the title of vestarches—make the argument he was a eunuch much 
easier to sustain than one that says he was bearded.9? 


So how did one talk to a eunuch if one was not using the distancing strate- 
gies of blame or excessive praise? How did one build relation instead? 
There is much to say about this and a full accounting would consider how 
Nikephoros presents himself when he speaks to others in his letters. Space will 
not permit discussion of his letters.°* But what we will consider is how 
Philetos Synadenos (about whom, more below) addressed Nikephoros in a 
letter that did not mention his eunuch status at all. The coming reparative 
account may be regarded as an extended gloss on Nikephoros himself calling 
Basil the parakoimomenos a man or aner; it is also a way to render unprob- 
lematic the motivation of Basil II and Basil the parakoimomenos to give a 
command to Leo the protovestarios. 


V. THE WORK OF LETTERS AND LETTER ELEVEN OF PHILETOS SYNADENOS 


As I am about to make an argument from a letter, some reflections on my 
use of the letter and on Byzantine epistolography in general are in order. 
As is well known, epistolography was an important genre of Byzantine 
writing.° There has been considerable admiration of its high level of polish 


2010, p. 451, n. 10. McGEER (Tradition and reality [see n. 33], p. 131) understands this nam- 
ing, as do I, as a way of showing honour. 

9? The Greek, ὡς δῆθεν eig τὸν παλαιὸν Οὐρανὸν ἀναφέροντα τὸ γένος, is not neces- 
sarily consistent with a statement of fact, especially as δῆθεν can be used with ὡς to mark 
statements as not true (LSJ 2). There is also the fact that “Ouranos” is added by decree: is that 
needed if there is already a blood relation? 

63 The frequent complaint that we have (practically) no writings from eunuchs (see, e.g., 
RINGROSE, The perfect servant [see n. 4], pp. 27, 42; TOUGHER, The eunuch [see n. 3], pp. 24, 
111) is one that must be revisited, given that we have a considerable corpus of writing from 
Nikephoros Ouranos, a probable eunuch, as argued here. 

64 See MASTERSON, Between Byzantine men [see n. 16] for more on his letters. 

65 This fact is generally acknowledged and the many letters we still have are a fraction of 
the ones that were written. In developing my understanding of Byzantine epistolography, I have 
found the following discussions (among others) helpful: S. PAPAIOANNOU, Letter-writing, in 
P. STEPHENSON (ed), The Byzantine world, London, 2010, pp. 188-199; M. MULLETT, Epistologra- 
phy, in The Oxford Handbook of Byzantine studies, pp. 882-893; M. MULLETT, Theophylacht of 
Ochrid: Reading the letters of a Byzantine archbishop, Aldershot, 1997, pp. 1-43; P. HATLIE, 
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and learned accomplishment.‘ The attractive suggestion has been made that 
epistolography occupies a place in Byzantine literary productions that lyric 
poetry occupied in the earlier classical cultures. In addition, the andro- 
centric focus of the genre, that is, the overwhelming majority of writers 
and recipients are men, suggests that this genre will be useful to investiga- 
tions of relations between Byzantine men. Still, its value to narratives we 
may wish to write about Byzantine society and, in particular, relations 
between men, has been a point of contention. There has been a persisting 
position in the scholarship that regards the language in the letters as too 
rhetoricized and formalized for us to canvass it for meaningful information 
about Byzantine society.f? Attention to the milieu of receiving a letter which 


Redeeming byzantine epistolography, in BMGS, 20 (1996), pp. 213-248; A. R. LITTLEWOOD, 
An "ikon of the soul": The Byzantine letter, in Visible language, 10 (1976), pp. 197-226. For 
general background and scholarship from earlier in the twentieth century see H. HUNGER, 
Hochsprachliche profane Literatur, I, pp. 199-239. Most helpful in explicating the situation in 
the manuscripts of the letter-collections and individual letters is S. PAPAIOANNOU, Fragile 
literature: Byzantine letter-collections and the case of Michael Psellos, in P. ODORICO (ed), 
La face cachée de la littérature byzantine (Dossiers byzantins, 11), Paris, 2012, pp. 289-328. 

66 Polish, see, e.g., HATLIE, Redeeming byzantine epistolography [see n. 65], p. 227; Lrr- 
TLEWOOD, An “ikon of the soul” [see n. 65], p. 201. Learned accomplishment: A. R. LITTLE- 
woop’s analysis of a number of major letter collections suggested to him both that the letter 
writers in general were seeking out-of-the-way quotations to use in their letters and that they 
were not relying on handbooks: " [visible is a] desire on the part of many writers to seek out 
unusual quotations, especially in non-biblical literature [on account of] the range of sources 
used....The many still extant manuscripts of complete theological and secular Byzantine 
works, including a considerable number that preserve collections of letters chosen from a 
variety of writers, suggest that both epistolographers and other authors obtained the majority of 
their quotations from perusal of complete texts rather than of florilegia" (A statistical survey 
of the incidence of repeated quotations in selected Byzantine letter writers, in J. DUFFY — 
J. PERADOTTO (eds), Gonimos, neoplatonic and Byzantine studies presented to L. G. Westerink 
at 75, Arethusa, special issue [1988], pp. 151, 153). 

67 M. MULLETT, The classical tradition in the Byzantine letter, in M. MULLETT — R. SCOTT 
(eds), Byzantium and the classical tradition, papers of the thirteenth spring symposium of 
Byzantine studies, Oxford, 1981, p. 82, cf. M. MULLETT, Originality in the Byzantine letter: 
the case of exile in A. R. LITTLEWOOD (ed), Originality in Byzantine literature, art and music, 
Oxford, 1995, p. 48. 

68 As emphasised by PAPAIOANNOU, Letter-writing [see n. 65], p. 190. 

© E.g., R. J. H. JENKINS, The Hellenistic origins of Byzantine literature, in DOP, 17 (1963), 
p. 45: «a Byzantine letter is an impersonal rhetorical flourish, which either contains no 
message at all, or, if it does, the message is couched in so obscure and allusive a fashion as 
to be nearly unintelligible,» or G. KARLSSON, /déologie et cérémonial dans l'épistolographie 
byzantine, Uppsala, 1962, p. 14: «Dans toutes ces correspondances auxquelles les Byzantins 
ont attaché une valeur littéraire, qui ont été recueillies et éditées par leurs auteurs ou par leurs 
contemporains, on s'attend à trouver — comme on la trouve par exemple dans Cicéron ou 
dans les épistoliers plus récents — une abondante documentation autobiographique ou his- 
torique. Avant d'en déceler quelque trace dans les épitres byzantines, il faut cependant 
chercher trés longtemps parmi les clichés et les formules générales.» Also see similar remarks 
reported in the following: MULLETT, Theophylacht of Ochrid [see n. 65], pp. 23-25; EADEM, 
The classical tradition [see n. 67], p. 81; LITTLEWOOD, A statistical survey [see n. 66], p. 137; 
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featured the bearer, or komistes, who would have a message he delivered 
orally," allows additional scope for some scholars to imagine that the con- 
tents of a letter do not matter much. The komistes would have delivered the 
"real" message, while the letter can safely be disregarded as only an objet 
d'art, as the story goes. But a doctrinaire insistence that there is nothing to 
see here should be resisted. It does not pay due attention to the dynamics of 
reception, that is, what a reader/listener understands from a text is up to him. 
Furthermore, seeing a letter as a gesture so formalized and instrumentalized 
that there is practically no meaning to be acquired from the text itself ignores 
the refrain in what little theorizing of epistolography we have”! that a letter, 
an “icon of the soul,"? is meant to convey something personal, that there 
is in fact content.” It is therefore an attractive position that holds that a 


A. WELLER, /magining pre-modern imperialism: The letters of Byzantine imperial agents 
outside the metropole, Doctoral Dissertation, Rutgers, 2014, p. 2: “The Byzantine letter has 
often been considered too recursive, elusive, and self-referential to shed much light on Byzantine 
social and political ‘realities.’” 

70 For the scene of receiving a letter, see the following: LITTLEWOOD, An “ikon of the 
soul" [see n. 65], p. 219; MULLETT, Epistolography [see n. 65], p. 882; EADEM, Theophylacht 
of Ochrid [see n. 65], pp. 31-39; EADEM, The classical tradition [see n. 67], pp. 81, 84. 

7! We have relatively little theorizing by the Byzantines of what a letter is supposed to be. 
Theorizations from late antiquity and before seem to have been the most important ones, 
at least until much later in the empire. For more, see MULLETT, Epistolography [see n. 65], 
pp. 883, 885; PAPAIOANNOU, Fragile literature [see n. 65], p. 298; IDEM, Letter-writing [see 
n. 65], p. 194. A. MALHERBE, Ancient Epistolary Theorists, Atlanta, GA, 1988, assembles the 
evidence from late antiquity and before. 

7? KARLSSON, Ideologie et cérémonial, [see n. 69], pp. 94-99, speaks of “le portrait de 
l’äme” but regards it as a topos with little content that expresses anything about the writer. 
In recent decades, following the lead of LITTLEWOOD, An “ikon of the soul” [see n. 65], 
pp. 197-226, there has been an inclination to regard this and similar formulations as having at 
least some meaning and personal qualities, e.g., MULLETT, Epistolography [see n. 65], p. 885; 
EADEM, The classical tradition [see n. 67], pp. 80, 89; PAPAIOANNOU, Letter-writing [see 
n. 65], p. 192; WELLER, /magining pre-modern imperialism [see n. 69], pp. 52, 132. The phrase, 
“ikon of the soul,” is from Demetrios of Phaleron, On Style (Περὶ ἑρμηνείας) 227: “each 
writes a letter to be an ikon of his own soul" (εἰκόνα ἕκαστος τῆς ἑαυτοῦ ψυχῆς γράφει τὴν 
ἐπιστολήν). 

75 For LITTLEWOOD, An “ikon of the soul” [see n. 65], p. 217, something is there: “Our 
conceits, fostered by both rhetorical theory and the Eastern Church's conviction of the dis- 
tinctiveness of the individual, accord ill with the prevailing modern criticism of Byzantine 
letters as impersonal documents." M. MULLETT, The classical tradition [see n. 67], p. 89, 
suggests we see in the letters “the expression of the corporate mentality of the elite which 
was composed of all who were rhetorically educated at any one time...[r]Jeading their 
letters is the best way to observe the interactions of the members of this elite," cf. EADEM The 
detection of relationship in middle Byzantine texts: The case of letters and letter networks, in 
W. HÖRANDNER and M. GRÜNBART (eds), L’épistolographie et la poésie épigrammatique (Dos- 
siers byzantins, 3), Paris, 2003, p. 66. PAPAIOANNOU, Fragile literature [see n. 65], p. 296, 
speaks of the *inescapable embeddedness of Byzantine letters in the socio-political moment 
of their creation." IDEM, Letter-writing [see n. 65], p. 195, also notes the ways in which 
letters could engage with real issues: “letter-writing [for the Byzantines] is not merely a 
discursive site where social norms, expectations and hierarchies are confirmed and perpetually 
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letter bears an impress of the personality of the writer and that there is 
something personal, even “real,” present, even if its presence is subtle.” 
It is incumbent upon the scholar to take the risk both to think about how the 
recipient might have understood a letter and to offer informed speculation 
about the general social situation of which a letter was a part.” In that spirit, 
we move on to a reparative reading of a letter Philetos Synadenos wrote to 
Nikephoros Ouranos. 

Philetos Synadenos” Letter 11 to Nikephoros Ouranos is one of a number 
that he wrote to him.’ Internal evidence suggests that Philetos wrote these 
letters to Nikephoros when the latter was based in Antioch. This means 
that the letters date from the first decade of the 1000s. A thing to keep in 
mind about these letters is that they played a key role in the maintenance of 
Byzantine authority on the frontier through keeping relations between per- 
sons in authority strong, as Weller suggests." We know little about Philetos. 
We don't know if he was a eunuch or not. It seems that he may not have 
been with all his talk of lineage (see below). But even that's not conclusive 
as we know that eunuchs maintained connections to their birth families at 
this time. Here, then, is the complete text of Letter 11: 


To the same magistros [Nikephoros Ouranos]: 

Tarsos is not dear to me. Not loving Antiochos' city and having left behind 
Constantine's array (sc. Constantinople), I make my way to Cilicia. A heavenly 
one [a play on Nikephoros' name, Ouranos], an illustrious magistros, the won- 
der of Constantinopolitan-ness,’* the adornment of the Antiochenes forces me. 


replicated; rather, this is a discursive world where such norms can also be negotiated, and 
often transgressed." 

™ LITTLEWOOD, A statistical survey [see n. 66], p. 154, suggests that the canny variation 
of quotations observable in the letter writers shows an “artistry with which they sedulously 
placed their barely perceptible personal impress upon quotations both commonplace and 
recondite," cf. IDEM, An “ikon of the soul” [see n. 65], p. 201: “...all letters, except sometimes 
those of officialdom, were believed to bear the impress of their authors’ personalities." 

75 MULLETT had the following to say in 1997, “Every letter must be interpreted in terms 
of what is known of the recipient as well as the writer... If we read letters carefully we may 
learn a great deal about the shared aspirations and values of an enclosed group..." (Theophylacht 
of Ochrid [see n. 65], pp. 18, 30). 

76 Six letters from Philetos Synadenos to Nikephoros survive, numbers eight to thirteen in 
J. DARROUZES’ collection (DARROUZES, Épistoliers byzantins [see n. 33], pp. 254-259). For a 
sketch of what we know of Philetos, see DARROUZES, Epistoliers byzantins [see n. 33], pp. 48-49. 
For discussion of Philetos and Nikephoros , see too HOLMES, Governance of empire [see n. 34], 
pp. 386-388; WELLER, Imagining pre-modern imperialism [see n. 69], pp. 141-149, and EADEM, 
" Byzantis" as a movable quality: Carrying Constantinople into the frontier provinces in the 
I0th — 11th centuries, in Bsl, 74 (2016), pp. 195-198. 

77 EADEM, Imagining pre-modern imperialism [see n. 69], passim, and EADEM, “Byzantis” 
as a movable quality [see n. 76], pp. 190-201. 

78 See EADEM, “Byzantis” as a movable quality [see n. 76], p. 192, and EADEM, Imagining 
pre-modern imperialism [see n. 69], pp. 144-145, for discussions of the word Βυζαντίς which 
have guided me to translate this word as “Constantinopolitan-ness”. 
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Forcing me he drags me to himself and, on account of these draggings of his, 
I disdain my fatherland and lineage and those I am involved with through my 
lineage and associations. I am pressed hard to run from here to the city of 
Antiochos, because all of Constantinopolitan-ness seems to have moved there. 
In every way that man (ἀνήρ) was of Constantinopolitan-ness, [that man] into 
whom all arete has run, [that man] who holds gathered in himself every good 
we can think of in our minds and every good we feel with our senses. And if 
ever indeed it were necessary to house together all the graces in the nature of 
a person, they, having come together, reside in this divine and astonishing soul, 
as he is a sort of wonder, the abode of all good things in this life now. For this 
reason nature itself seems to me to be especially sweetly beautified because it 
has brought forth during my generation such a man (ἄνδρα). [such a man] in 
whom the entire form of beautiful things has flowed together, as though a thing 
mixed and intertwined in speech into one thing and the most excellent compos- 
ite, and [yet] not composite with many things [i.e., glorious in his unity]. If one 
who makes his way on a lower level has grasped such [a man], running from 
afar, I indeed am borne toward him! Let no one not believe: for all things desire 
in all ways the good.” 


The encomiastic glare of Letter 11 1s considerable. Still it is addressed to 
a man who is more than likely a eunuch, and the choices Philetos makes 
about how to talk to this man give us material for a reparative reading that 
will suggest possible contours for language addressed to a man who hap- 
pened to be a eunuch. Such a reading helps us understand better how men 
in this androcentric genre? would address one another. In this letter, which 
is a declaration that he is on his way to Antioch and which one could call a 
declaration of admiring friendship, Philetos devalues lineage, while speak- 
ing of manliness, cosmopolitanism (“Constantinopolitan-ness”), and virtue 
transcendent of this world. Aspects of the letter directly contradict anti-eunuch 
invective, e.g., he is a man, while other aspects of the letter, laudatory, 


7 Τῷ αὐτῷ μαγίστρῳ 

Οὐ Ταρσὸς ἐμοὶ φίλη: οὐδὲ τὴν Ἀντιόχου ἐρῶν, τὴν Κωνσταντίνου στρατείαν λιπών, 
ἐπὶ τὴν Κιλικίαν ἐξώρμημαι. Εἷς µε βιάζεται οὐράνιος ὁ περίβλεπτος μάγιστρος, τὸ Βυζα- 
ντίδος θαῦμα, τὸ τῶν Ἀντιοχέων καλλώπισμα. Ἐκεῖνος ἐμὲ βιάζων ἕλκει παρ᾽ ἑαυτὸν καὶ 
τοῖς ἐκείνου ἑλκηθμοῖς καὶ πατρίδος ὑπερφρονῶ καὶ γένους καὶ τῶν ἐκ γένους καὶ τῶν 
ἐκ συνηθείας ἀναπλακέντων μοι: κἀντεῦθεν ἐκτρέχειν ἐπὶ τὴν Ἀντιόχου ἐπείγομαι, ὅτι 
καὶ Βυζαντὶς ἐκεῖσε μεταστῆναι πᾶσα δοκεῖ. Πάντα γὰρ ἦν ἀνὴρ ἐκεῖνος τῇ Βυζαντίδι, 
παρ᾽ ᾧ πᾶσα συνέδραμεν ἀρετή, ὃς πᾶν ἀγαθὸν νοούμενόν τε καὶ ἐν αἰσθήσει πίπτον 
ἀθροίσας ἔχει παρ᾽ ἑαυτῷ. Καὶ εἴ ποτε ἄρα ἐχρῆν ἐν ἀνθρώπου φύσει ὁμοῦ ξεναγωγηθῆ- 
ναι τὰς χάριτας, παρὰ τῇ θείᾳ νῦν ταύτῃ καὶ ἀξιαγάστῳ συνελαθεῖσαι κατοικοῦσι ψυχῇ. 
ὡς εἶναί τι χρῆμα τὰ νῦν ἐν βίῳ πάντων ἀγαθῶν οἰκητήριον: ὅθεν por δοκεῖ καὶ αὐτὴν 
τὴν φύσιν μάλα ἡδέος ἐγκαλλωπίζεσθαι, ὅτι περ τοιοῦτον ἄνδρα τῇ καθ᾽ ἡμᾶς ἀνῆκε 
γενεᾷ, παρ᾽ à πᾶν εἶδος συνέρρευσε τῶν καλῶν, ὥσπερ ἐκ συμφράσεως κραθὲν eig Ev τε 
καὶ συμπλακὲν πλοκὴν ἀρίστην καὶ τοῖς πολλοῖς ὄντως ἄπλοκον. Εἰ τοιούτου καὶ αὐτὸς 
à κάτω που βαίνων ἑαλωκώς, μακρὰ θέων, ἐπ᾽ αὐτὸν καὶ δὴ φέρομαι. Καὶ ἀπιστείτω 
μηδείς: πάντα γὰρ ἐφίεται πάντως τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ. 

80 PAPAIOANNOU, Letter-writing [see n. 65], p. 190. 
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indirectly partake of the idealization of eunuchs, e.g., otherworldly status 
and lack of corporeal passion. 

As the letter begins, Philetos speaks of being drawn to Antioch. He leaves 
behind the places where he was born (fatherland), family (lineage), and 
all the associations related to them. We should take this to mean that these 
associations, with their marriages and children, i.e., blood relations, are 
not things he wants Nikephoros to think that he, Philetos, values when 
he thinks of Nikephoros. Furthermore, Philetos refers to Nikephoros as an 
aner twice, a term to use with a eunuch when seeking alliance and relation, 
which is clearly the case here. Philetos expands on these remarks both 
times. 

At the first use of aner, cosmopolitanism is a defining feature of Nikepho- 
ros: “in every way that man was of Constantinopolitan-ness.” This comment 
is in harmony with other mentions of Constantinople in the letter. Nikepho- 
ros' presence in Antioch makes it seem that all the qualities of the capital 
city have moved there. He is “the wonder of Constantinopolitan-ness" and 
“the adornment of the Antiochenes" as well. We may imagine that Nikephoros 
embodies the benefits of connections made and preserved in the capital or 
in major centres like Antioch, where educated discourse, imperial service, 
friendship, and even spiritual brotherhood®! foster connections that don't 
require marriage or blood relations.? Nikephoros sums up all these things 
and brings them with him wherever he goes. 

Philetos speaks directly of Nikephoros as a man for a second time later 
in the letter. This time he is grateful that nature has brought Nikephoros 
forth during the time of his (Philetos’) generation (τῇ καθ᾽ ἡμᾶς ... γενεᾷ). 
This may be an intensification of the previous notion that Nikephoros, as he 
is a marvellous epiphany that nature has allowed, be regarded as separate 
from the chains of procreation that make one generation follow the next. 
But there is more going on than that. This time aner appears amid Philetos’ 
attribution of arete or virtue to Nikephoros. Arete pervades Nikephoros’ 
being; it is a sort of grace that is both transcendent, i.e., what “we can think 
of in our minds”, and somatic, i.e., “every good we feel with our senses.” 


81 Spiritual brotherhood, on the basis of my thoughts inspired by Letter 29 of Nikephoros 
Ouranos at least (DARROUZES, Épistoliers byzantins [see n. 33], pp. 230-231), seems to have 
been one way to foster connections between eunuch and bearded men. This point requires 
more research. Please see footnote 51 for more on spiritual/ritual brotherhood. 

82 Messıs notes that eunuchs’ civilized ways would be contrasted to bearded rusticity (Les 
voix littéraires des eunuques [see n. 22], p. 197) and also that eunuchs were associated with 
the foundation of Constantinople itself in the Patria (which was a tenth- to eleventh-century 
historical compilation) (Les voix littéraires des eunuques [see n. 22], p. 206). 

8 αὐτὴν τὴν φύσιν μάλα ἡδέως ἐγκαλλωπίζεσθαι, ὅτι περ τοιοῦτον ἄνδρα τῇ καθ᾽ 
ἡμᾶς ἀνῆκε γενεᾷ. 
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As the letter proceeds to its conclusion, Philetos says that all beautiful things 
have come together in this man: 


...[that man, Nikephoros] in whom the entire form of beautiful things has 
flowed together, as though a thing mixed and intertwined in speech into one 
thing and the most excellent composite, and [yet] not composite with many 
things [i.e., glorious in his unity]. 


The “entire form of beautiful things” (πᾶν εἶδος ... τῶν καλῶν) coming 
together is Platonizing, as is seeing through differentiated phenomena to a 
higher unity. We may have here a reference to his eunuch status inasmuch 
as he is a man, but a man with a difference (“composite”). But then Phile- 
tos provides a way out of this. Nikephoros is composite, a man with some 
manner of difference, but this is a difference that makes no difference. 
He transcends his body and the essence of him is something unitary: he is 
part of the community of unitary goodness. The letter concludes with Phile- 
tos returning to the notion that he is attracted to this man, and he is running 
toward him from far away. It is perfectly understandable that he wants to do 
this: "for all things desire in all ways the good." At this moment, with the 
mention of the good, Philetos completes a mini-replay of the ladder of sub- 
limation familiar from Plato’s Symposium.** He started with beautiful things 
that excite desire and then beauty evanesced and unitary moral good replaced 
it. Invoking the Symposium also underscores the homoerotic warmth dis- 
cernible in this letter (and others, both by Philetos and by Nikephoros).®° 
This is one way to talk to a man who happened to be a eunuch, a man whose 
friendship—not his eunuchism—is the thing that matters. 


VI. CONCLUSION 


Byzantine men in these middle centuries, divided into eunuch and bearded, 
were not perpetually at war, with the latter insulting or idealizing the former 
without respite. We have long since needed more reparative readings so we 
might better understand the real evidence of relation and commonalities in the 
sources.* It is an arguable case that when one man was a eunuch and another 
bearded the facts of relative status would have been known and not discussed, 


8 210A-211C. 

85 For discussion of the homoerotic warmth in the letters of both these men, see MASTER- 
SON's forthcoming monograph: Between Byzantine men [see n. 16]. 

86 TOUGHER, Byzantine court eunuchs and the Macedonian dynasty [see n. 25], p. 240, has 
called for a consideration of Byzantine men as a whole, saying that “[i]n Byzantine studies... 
before we can truly understand the identity of Byzantine eunuchs, we need to establish a 
holistic view of the identity of Byzantine men.” 
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though perhaps alluded to. Evidence such as Philetos’ letter or the historical 
record's clear indication of warm and trusting relations between eunuch and 
bearded allows us to give an account of relations between these Byzantine 
men that reflects what had to have been quotidian realities. A reparative 
reading with eunuch and bearded in mind not only addresses eunuch iden- 
tity, it also speaks to an ontology of Byzantine masculinity. In the Byzantine 
period, manly authority did not require an intact body, and bearded and 
eunuch both embodied Byzantine masculinity. While this essay is a begin- 
ning of a longer discussion of Byzantine masculinity, by way of conclusion, 
I offer thoughts on the directions I see this discussion going. 

The points just made about elite Byzantine masculinity suggest that it is a 
different thing from the dominating and phallic manhood we are told defines 
the Classical and late-ancient eras (a scholarly conception of masculinity 
which is arguably reductive, even for these earlier times®’). In these later 
Byzantine centuries, moral injunctions to asceticism, male to male affection, 
and a lack of concern over bodily configuration sustain a masculinity that is 
at times curiously asomatic in its enactment. The vesting of authority in 
eunuchs and absence of a need to demonstrate virility sexually divorces manly 
authority from strict somatic requirements. There is much more to write on 
this but it is my belief that the unparalleled oddness of emperor Basil Ils 
half-century as a bachelor and the frankly carnal homoeroticism of Symeon 
the New Theologian (a eunuch) are of a piece with manhood in Byzantium at 
this time.®® I suspect that things become more recognizable to us now*” with 
the arrival of the dynasty of the Komnenoi at the end of the eleventh cen- 
tury, their privileging of blood relations (no bachelor emperor for them!), 
and their more consistent vesting of authority in the bodies of the bearded. 


Mark MASTERSON 
Victoria University of Wellington, 
New Zealand 


mark.masterson@vuw.ac.nz 


87 The zero-sum competitive conception of manhood, popularised in the 1990s and often 
promulgated since then, is but part of the story even for Athens, imperial Rome, or late antiquity. 
For more, see M. MASTERSON, Man to man: desire, homosociality and authority in late-Roman 
manhood, Columbus, 2014, p. 12; IDEM, Studies of ancient masculinity, in T. HUBBARD (ed), 
A companion to Greek and Roman sexualities, Malden (MA), 2014, pp. 17-30. 

88 See IDEM, Revisiting the bachelorhood of Basil II, in S. TOUGHER (ed), The emperor in 
the Byzantine world, London, 2019, pp. 52-82 

82 Well more recognizable to some (part) of us now. How we really live now is more 
variegated than any of the current straight-jacketing occidental masculinities might decree. 
So when we recognize now, when we see a similarity in time past, we do so on the basis of 
(partial) wilful ignorance about the complexities of our own current gender dispensations. 
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SUMMARY 


Discussions of Byzantine eunuchs have generally relied on accounts that speak 
directly of a man's eunuch status. This has meant that scholars have constructed 
discussions of eunuchs from a destabilizing mix of highly critical and highly laud- 
atory languages. This article proposes to de-emphasise the languages of difference, 
1.e., exclusion or excessive praise, and to consider how the eunuchs and the bearded, 
i.e., the intact, got along with one another as men. Discussing instances from Byzan- 
tine historiography and epistolography and employing Eve Kosofsky Sedgwick's 
notion of reparative reading, we focus on the life and career of Nikephoros Ouranos. 
He was one of emperor Basil II’s leading generals and hitherto not identified as a 
eunuch in the secondary literature. Nikephoros Ouranos is a good personage to use 
for considering how eunuch and bearded got along at a time in which they were 
highly integrated with one another in the government of the empire. Approaching 
the sources from a standpoint prioritising the fact that bearded and eunuch could 
perform many of the same roles and called each other men helps us develop an 
understanding of Byzantine elite masculinity that moves beyond dichotomies that 
speak more of rhetorical intent than quotidian realities. Scholarly conceptions of 
Byzantine elite masculinity, at least during the time of the Macedonians (ninth to 
eleventh centuries), need to move beyond the Classical model of dominating and 
penetrative masculinity, which appears to be less relevant for understanding this later 
time. Considering eunuch and bearded in this way is one way to make this move. 
Manhood and masculine authority frequently appear independent of any necessary 
masculine bodily configuration during these centuries. 


A TALE OF TWO PYRES: 
RE-EVALUATING THE BOGOMIL TRIAL SCENE OF 
ANNA ΚΟΜΝΕΝΕ 


At the turn of the eleventh to the twelfth century, Anna Komnene remarks 
that “a great cloud of heresy" descended upon Constantinople.! According 
to the princess, this shady sect, which encroached like a plague upon her 
Queen of Cities, was the Bogomil movement — a dualist faith proclaiming 
a belief in two gods, one good and another evil. Adherents to this heretical 
doctrine denounced the material world, detested the cross and refuted many 
aspects fundamental to the accepted Orthodox practice of the time. Led by 
an elderly man named Basil,? Anna recalls how the Bogomils proselytised 
and spread their diseased teachings, most concerningly amongst intellectual 
and elite families at court? Thus, faced with a growing and influential 
menace, Anna's father, the emperor Alexios I Komnenos, is said to have set 
out in order to uncover and justly punish those guilty of holding to this vile 
religion. His actions are recorded in three near contemporary sources: the 
aforementioned writings of his daughter Anna in her Alexiad, the Panoplia 
Dogmatike of the monk Euthymios Zygabenos and the Epitome of John 
Zonaras. By all of these accounts, Alexios exposed several members of 
the sect, including Basil who was brought to trial and sentenced to the pyre 
for his role as the heresiarch in the movement. The other followers of 
Bogomilism were imprisoned whilst the emperor attempted to bring them 
back to the Orthodox fold — striving to cure their heretical disease. 


1 « 


... HEYLOTOV ἐπεγείρεται νέφος αἱρετικῶν... ANNA KOMNENE, Alexiad, XV.8.1, in 
D. R. REINSCH — A. KAMBYLIS (eds.), Annae Comnenae Alexias (CFHB, 40/1), Berlin - New 
York, 2001. 

? A comment made by Zygabenos described Basil as having practiced Bogomilism for 
fifteen years and taught the heresy for a further forty. See ZYGABENOS, Panoplia Dogmatike, 
XXVIL52, PG 130, 1332. This has led Bernard and Janet Hamilton to estimate the age of the 
heresiarch to be approximately seventy by the time he appeared in the capital. See J. HAMIL- 
TON — B. HAMILTON (trans. and eds.), Christian Dualist Heresies in the Byzantine World c.650- 
1405, Manchester, 1998, p. 37. Also: A. RIGO, Il processo del Bogomilo Basilio (1099 ca.): una 
riconsiderazione, in OCP, 58 (1992), p. 200, and 1. SANIDOPOULOS, The Rise of Bogomilism 
and Its Penetration into Constantinople, Rollinsford, 2011, p. 53, n. 22. 

3 Anna comments on the spread of Bogomilism and notes that “the evil was deeply rooted: 
it had entered even the greatest households and had touched upon an enormous number of 
people.", “καὶ γὰρ ἐνεβάθυνε τὸ κακὸν καὶ εἰς οἰκίας μεγίστας καὶ πολλοῦ πλήθους 
ἥψατο τὸ δεινόν.” ANNA KOMNENE, Alexiad, XV.9.2. 
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Considerable work has been done on this historical episode — the discov- 
ery of Basil and the Bogomils in Constantinople.* The placement of the 
Bogomil sequence within Anna's Alexiad in particular has garnered the 
greatest amount of attention, as it is chronologically misplaced within the 
princess's epic narrative. Although the scene does not appear until Book XV, 
towards the end of Alexios's reign, contextual evidence indicates that the 
events could not have taken place any later than 1104,5 and the incident 
more likely occurred sometime in 1099.5 Alexios's decision to burn the 
heresiarch Basil has also been a focus of scholarly interest as such a manner 
of execution for heretical leanings has no earlier precedent in the Middle 
Byzantine period.’ These are both worthwhile avenues of inquiry in regards 


4 For examples, see: M. ATANASOVA, Étre «hérétique» à Byzance à l'époque des Com- 
nénes, in Revue belge de philologie et d'histoire, 87 (2009), pp. 533-543; G. BUCKLER, Anna 
Comnena: A Study, Oxford, 1929, pp. 333-353; P. BUCKLEY, The Alexiad of Anna Komnene: 
Artistic Strategy and the Making of a Myth, Cambridge, 2014, pp. 270-277; J. GOUILLARD, 
L'hérésie dans l'empire byzantin des origines au XII* siécle, in TM, 1 (1965), pp. 299-324; 
D. GRESS-WRIGHT, Bogomilism in Constantinople, in Byz, 47 (1977), pp. 163-185; J. M. HUSSEY, 
The Orthodox Church in the Byzantine Empire, Oxford, 1985, pp. 156-166; M. Loos, Certains 
aspects du bogomilisme byzantin des 11° et 12° siecles, in Bsl, 28 (1967), pp. 39-53; D. OBo- 
LENSKY, The Bogomils: a Study in Balkan Neo-Manichaeism, Cambridge, 1948, pp. 197-206; 
V. PARASKEVOPOULOU, Some Aspects of the Phenomenon of Heresy in the Byzantine Empire 
and in the West: During the 11" and 12" Centuries, Ann Arbor (MI), 1983, pp. 95-126; 
É. PATLAGÉAN, Aveux et désaveux d’heretiques à Byzance (XI*-XIF siècles), in L'aveu: Antiquité 
et Moyen-Áge (Collection de l'École francaise de Rome, 88), Rome, 1986, pp. 243-260; 
A. RIGO, La Panoplie Dogmatique d’Euthyme Zigabéne: les Péres de I "Église, l'empereur et 
les hérésies du présent, in A. RIGO — P. ERMILOV (eds.), Byzantine Theologians. The System- 
atization of their Own Doctrine and their Perception of Foreign Doctrines (Quaderni di Νέα 
Ῥώμη, 3), Rome, 2009, pp. 19-32; Rico, I! processo del Bogomilo Basilio [see n. 2], pp. 185- 
212; SANIDOPOULOS, The Rise of Bogomilism [see n. 2]; J. SHEPARD, Hard on heretics, light on 
Latins: the balancing-act of Alexios I Komnenos in TM, 16 (2010), pp. 765-777; D. SMYTHE, 
Alexios I and the heretics: the account of Anna Komnene's Alexiad in M. MULLETT — 
D. SMYTHE (eds.), Alexios I Komnenos (Belfast Byzantine Texts and Translations, 4/1). Belfast, 
1996, pp. 232-259; Y. STOYANOV, The Other God: Dualist Religions from Antiquity to the 
Cathar Heresy, New Haven (CT), 2000, pp. 174-179. 

5 This is due to the involvement of Nikolaos Grammatikos, whose death in 1111 marks 
the terminus ante quem for the trials. The presence of the emperor's brother Isaak further 
narrows our focus as he has been shown to have died in 1104, providing an earlier date for 
the trial. See: D. U. PAPACHRYSSANTHOU, La date de la mort du sébastocrator Isaac Comnene 
et de quelques événements contemporains, in REB, 21 (1963), pp. 250-255. In 1990, A. Rigo 
also proposed the dating of 1104 in his Messalianismo Ξ Bogomilismo. Un equazione dell'ere- 
seologia medievale bizantina, in OCP, 56 (1990), p. 66. He, however, later re-evaluated his 
judgement (see below). For further suggestions related to the Bogomil trial dates see: GRESS- 
WRIGHT, Bogomilism in Constantinople [see n. 4], p. 168; M. Loos, Dualist Heresy in the 
Middle Ages, Prague, 1974, p. 82; P. MAGDALINO, The pen of the aunt: echoes of the mid- 
twelfth century in the Alexiad, in T. GOUMA-PETERSON (ed.), Anna Komnene and Her Times, 
New York, 2000, pp. 34-35; SHEPARD, Hard on heretics [see n. 4], light on Latins, pp. 772-775 

6 RIGO, Il processo del Bogomilo Basilio [see n. 2], pp. 185-212. 

7. ATANASOVA, Étre «hérétique » à Byzance [see n. 4], p. 540; D. J. GEANAKOPLOS, Byzantium: 
Church, Society and Civilization Seen Through Contemporary Eyes, Chicago, 1986, p. 159; 
PATLAGÉAN, Aveux et désaveux d'hérétiques à Byzance [see n. 4], pp. 254-260. 
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to Basil and his Bogomil sect. There is, however, a curious and relevant 
scene within Anna's text, which has received surprisingly little considera- 
tion in studies of the Constantinopolitan Bogomil movement: the twin pyre 
spectacle narrated in sections 9.2-5 of Book XV. It is this scene that I seek 
to explore in the present article, commenting specifically on the reliability 
of Anna's description and the importance of this passage for our reading of 
the Alexiad more generally. 

In Book XV, Anna first tells us of the Bogomil incursion, the detection 
of Basil and the emperor's struggle to apprehend those accused of heresy 
within his capital. After detailing Alexios's deception of the heresiarch 
— feigning interest in the Bogomil belief system in order to elicit a confession 
and proof of doctrinal error — Anna shifts her focus to the fate of Basil's 
supposed followers. Men and women indicted as heretics were brought 
forward into the Tzykanisterion (the palace polo grounds). Here, two pyres 
were erected — next to one a cross was placed. Alexios is said to have then 
declared that “it is better that those being Christian die than live being per- 
secuted as Bogomils.”* Giving each the choice of either pyre, he ordered 
those gathered to disperse to their fate — either to die a martyr to Orthodox 
Christianity or to burn unrepentant as a Bogomil. However, once the crowd 
had made their decisions and separated, Alexios put an end to the ceremony 
and saved all from the flames. Those who had opted to die as Christians 
were set free, whilst those who had remained true to their Bogomil beliefs 
were imprisoned. Anna's account thereafter returns to the tale of Basil and 
his own rendezvous with the pyre — from which he was not rescued by the 
emperor's mercy. 

The twin pyre scene is a dramatic and rather odd departure in a section 
of text otherwise devoted to the narrative of Basil and his punishment as a 
heresiarch. What makes it exceptionally interesting is its uniqueness to the 
Alexiad. In no other source for Bogomilism during the reign of Alexios I do 
we find any indication of this spectacle, or indeed any detailed discussion 
of the penalties prescribed to the lesser followers of this dualist faith. 

In the Epitome of Zonaras, the entirety of Alexios's encounter with 
Bogomilism is summarised in a short and concise paragraph.? Writing dur- 
ing the reign of Alexios's son John II, Zonaras, a statesman-turned-monk, 
remarks only on the discovery of Basil, the emperor's feigning interest in 
the heresy and the unanimous decision made by Alexios along with his 
council to send the heresiarch to the flames. The brevity of the passage may 


8 “βέλτιον γὰρ Χριστιανοὺς αὐτοὺς ὄντας ἀποθανεῖν ἢ ζῶντας ὡς Βογομίλους διώκεσ- 


θαι... ANNA ΚΟΜΝΕΝΕ, Alexiad, XV.9.3. 
? T. BÜTTNER-WOBST, Ioannis Zonarae epitomae historiarum libri xviii, vol. 3 (CSHB), 
Bonn, 1897, pp. 743-744. 
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owe in part to Zonaras's censure of Alexios's regime. Paul Magdalino has 
referred to the Epitome as a Kaiserkritik of Komnenian rule, written by an 
embittered former civil servant displeased with the governing powers.!? 
Thus, Zonaras would not have been predisposed to dwell long on events, 
which could serve to glorify Alexios's image, such as an elaborate show trial 
concluding with an act of great mercy. However, the Epitome's inclusion of 
certain details (such as a passing reference to Basil as a doctor) also suggests 
that Zonaras was likely drawing his information from the Panoplia of 
Zygabenos, which also professed an iatrical origin for the heresiarch.!! 
Unsurprisingly, when turning to this earlier source, written at the behest of 
Alexios and gifted to the emperor in the first decades of the twelfth century, 
we find that Zygabenos focused solely on Basil's demise and fails to mention 
any other pyres having been set forth. This is a most conspicuous exclusion 
in the Panoplia as the text is otherwise an exceptionally comprehensive dis- 
cussion of Bogomil beliefs and the events surrounding the burning of Basil. 
Zygabenos had been a firsthand witness to the entire affair and was even given 
the opportunity to interview Basil himself — a privilege, which is attested to 
by the monk in his prologue!” and further corroborated by Anna in her Alexiad.? 
Therefore, it is confusing why someone so well placed and informed about 
Bogomilism in the capital would be silent about what is undoubtedly one of 
the most extraordinary events to transpire at the time. The most logical 
answer to this question is quite simply: he would not have been. 
Zygabenos's writing was commissioned by the emperor for the purpose 
of recording an encyclopaedic listing of heresies along with methods to 
combat such false believers. It fit well within a tradition of heresiological 
literature that extends back through the history of Christianity as far as 
the second and third centuries.!* The Panoplia, however, was not only a 


1? P. MAGDALINO, Aspects of twelfth-century Byzantine Kaiserkritik, in Speculum, 58 
(1983), pp. 326-346. The Epitome is also specifically referred to as a "corrective" to Anna's 
portrait, see: P. MAGDALINO, The Empire of Manuel I Komnenos, 1143-1180, Cambridge, 
1993, p. 14, and IDEM, Court society and aristocracy, in J. HALDON (ed.), A Social History of 
Byzantium, Chichester, 2009, p. 215. 

11 This is intimated on account of the Alexiad’s description of Basil as a monk rather than 
a doctor, see: ANNA KOMNENE, Alexiad, XV.8.3. Zygabenos is our primary source for the 
iatrical affiliation of the heresiarch, although the confusion between our sources as to Basil’s 
personal history is worth further analysis in its own right. 

12 ZYGABENOS, Panoplia, XXVII, PG 130, 1292. Throughout the Panoplia, references are 
frequently made of direct dialogue between the monk and the heresiarch — often the passage 
taking a form of an interview. 

13 ANNA KOMNENE, Alexiad, XV.9.1-2. 

14 For discussion of the heresiological tradition, see: A. CAMERON, How to read heresiology, 
in Journal of Medieval and Early Modern Studies, 33 (2003), pp. 471-492. I discuss the 
transmission of heresiological literature with particular focus on Zygabenos's place in my 
doctoral thesis. 
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compilation of anti-heretical lists, it was an ideological tool in the hands 
of Alexios — it demonstrated his piety and proclaimed his religious zeal. 
The opening three folios of the document are the most revealing testimony 
to this propagandist motivation, containing illuminations that depict the 
emperor gathering the knowledge of Church Fathers, collating these into a 
book and presenting this to an enthroned Christ.'® Such pictoral expression 
places Alexios within a liminal position — part way between man and 
divinity. He is represented as being equal to, or even above, the Church 
Fathers who had helped to build the foundations of Orthodox Christianity. 
By delivering his own volume to Christ — an amalgamation of earlier prec- 
edents with new material courtesy of the recent Bogomil threat — he is made 
into a powerful intercessor. Zygabenos's Panoplia continues to enhance this 
status, highlighting Alexios's personal involvement in the formation of the 
text as well as in Basil's trial itself. The emperor was not a passive figure 
— he was being shown to be a great and magnanimous ruler, concerned with 
the religious health of his people and occupied with his ecclesiastical respon- 
sibilities to the oikoumene. It is inconceivable, therefore, that an act such as 
the two-pyre sequence, in which these features of Alexios's personality and 
skill are so clearly emphasised, would have been left out by Zygabenos. 
The monk's duty was to bring Alexios's righteous orthodox ardour to the 
fore; he would not have been able to pass by this most ideologically charged 
episode in silence. 

My proposal, therefore, is that this spectacle never actually happened. 
The Alexiad has frequently been criticised for the author's creative and all 
too frequently mistaken imagination. Her use of literary models and classi- 
cal reference often oversteps the acceptable bounds of history, relaying a 
narrative imbued with stylised flourish and removed from the realities of 
the events being described.!^ A recent monograph by Penelope Buckley has 
provided an insightful analysis of this aspect of the Alexiad, tracing Anna's 


15 Several manuscripts of the Panoplia have survived to present day. Of them, two are 
believed to be original presentation copies gifted to the imperial court in the twelfth century: 
Vaticanus Graecus 666 and Mosquensis Synodalis Graecus 387 (Vladimir 224). These two 
codices are unique in containing the decorative illuminations on the first three folios. For 
discussion of the Panoplia manuscripts and the opening pages, see: N. MILADINOVA, Panoplia 
Dogmatike by Euthymios Zygadenos: a study on the first edition published in Greek in 1710 
(Texts and Studies in Eastern Christianity, 4), Leiden, 2014, particularly pp. 4-6 for the 
description of the opening folios; I. SPATHARAKIS, The Portrait in Byzantine Illuminated Man- 
uscripts (Byzantina Neerlandica, 6), Leiden, 1976, pp. 122-129; and G. PARPULOV, The Pres- 
entation Copies of the Panoplia Dogmatica (Moscow, Gos. Ist. Muz., Syn.gr. 387; Vatican, 
BAV, Vat.gr. 666), in Thirty-Fourth Annual Byzantine Studies Conference, Rutgers, the State 
University of New Jersey, October 16-19, 2008: Abstracts (2008), p. 841. 

16 [n his introduction to E. R. A. Sewter's translation of the text, Peter Frankopan compares 
the Alexiad to works of hagiography, noting that arguably Anna Komnene's work falls within 
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employment of various literary forerunners in the creation and presentation 
of her epic tract." Despite calling attention to the twin-pyre feat, Buckley 
stops short of labelling it a mere fantasy informed by past models. Instead, 
she remarks simply on the manner in which it is detailed and its apparent 
echo of the Last Judgement with Alexios enacting the role of Christ.'® 
Buckley's work at times draws too stark of conclusions in relation to literary 
precedents, coming close to questioning the veracity of events that are evi- 
denced in other accounts.'? Yet, here we have a scene that has no outside 
verification — not merely for the precise details that are provided by Anna but 
even for the basic events that are said to have occurred. There is no compli- 
mentary passage in Zygabenos or Zonaras to compare this against, and, in 
fact, its absence in these other texts is most significant. We are reading a 
peculiar account — dramatic to the point of being overtly theatrical — with 
an acknowledged (and well-established) precursor and yet somehow we 
have not doubted the truth of its occurrence. 

Of course the absence of further evidence need not be seen as unequivo- 
cal evidence of absence, or in this case evidence of a wholly fictional scene. 
However, beyond the simplistic observation of the twin-pyre's omission in 
other accounts, there are other hints of something not quite right in Anna's 
recording. One aspect worthy of particular note is the concept of conciliar 
authority and the communal nature of the judgement against Basil, which was 
meant to be happening concurrently with the twin pyres. In all three accounts 
of Basil's burning, it is stressed that Alexios made his decision in conjunction 
with a council — defined specifically by both Anna and Zygabenos as com- 
prised of civil and ecclesiastical authorities. This principle of unanimity 


this realm of literature more so than contemporary conventional history: P. FRANKOPAN, Intro- 
duction in E. R. A. SEWTER (trans.), The Alexiad, London, 2009, p. x. 

17 BUCKLEY, The Alexiad of Anna Komnene [see n. 4]. 

18 BuckLEY, The Alexiad of Anna Komnene [see n. 4], p. 275. An image, which Buckley 
also ties to Constantine's father as depicted in the Vita Constantini, see: BUCKLEY, The Alexiad 
of Anna Komnene [see n. 4], p. 270. 

1? This is a particular problem with her attempt to enforce a bipartite model on the Alexiad 
— a main theme in her monograph, which is also put forward in P. BUCKLEY, War and peace 
in the Alexiad, in J. BURKE (ed.), Byzantine narrative. Papers in honour of Roger Scott (Byzan- 
tina Australiensia, 16), Melbourne, 2006, pp. 92-109. 

30 Zygabenos: “[The emperor] having set out to investigate this matter, took council with 
all those in office, both ecclesiastical and at the same time civil, and determined that he [Basil] 
should be submitted to the retribution of fire as he had sent many into the fire of Gehenna.", 
*,..oKéytv περὶ τούτου προθείς, καὶ συμψήφους τοὺς ἐν τέλει πάντας λαβὼν ἐκκλησια- 
στικοὺς ἅμα καὶ πολιτικούς, κατεδίκασε τὴν διὰ πυρὸς ὑποστῆναι τιμωρίαν τὸν πολλοὺς 
εἰς τὸ τῆς γεέννης παραπέμψαντα πῦρ.”, ZYGABENOS, Panoplia, XXVII, 52, PG 130, 1332. 
Anna states, “All the leading men of the Holy Synod and the Nazarites and the patriarch at 
that time, Nikolaos, judged Basil, as he was a heresiarch and completely unrepentant, to be 
worthy of fire. To these, the emperor was of the same opinion...”, “tov μέντοι Βασίλειον, 
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has been discussed by Évelyne Patlagéan as evidence of the controversial 
nature of sending a heretic to the flames.?! As I have mentioned above, 
capital punishment proclaimed against heresy, while a legally viable option, 
was not seen in the East within living memory of Basil’s trial.”? Alexios's 
decision, therefore, was largely unprecedented and in need of the added 
legitimisation provided by a collective network of persons in power - reli- 
gious, military and senatorial leaders. Calling attention to the agreement of 
these figures afforded Alexios the ability to escape blame for his actions. 
He was not alone in condemning the heresiarch to burn, and this was a point 
duly emphasised by all those writing about the incident. 

The fact that even Zonaras, one of Alexios's primary detractors, included 
the allusion to this communal judgement is further demonstrative that such 
a reference was not merely a trope placed within our sources for the sake of 
bettering the emperor's image. Zonaras would not have been inclined to 
show favour to Alexios and was certainly not interested in deflecting guilt 
from the Komnenoi. There must, therefore, have been some grounding in 
reality, which in turn sheds light on an element of due process. The emperor 
could not flagrantly disregard his council in order to pass a capital sentence 
against a heresiarch at his own whim. Dialogue amongst governing bodies 
was necessary in order to facilitate such a harsh sentence. Thus, it is all the 
more shocking to notice that the twin-pyre scene makes no mention of any 
assembly having been drawn together in order to reach an arguably severe 
decision. 

This lack of council could be justified on the grounds that the two pyres 
were only ever intended as a dramatic piece of theatre — Anna contending 
that Alexios planned his great demonstration of mercy from the start and was 
setting everyone up in a brilliant ruse. By this logic, he would not, therefore, 


ὡς ὄντως αἱρεσιάρχην καὶ ἀμεταμέλητον παντάπασιν, ἅπαντες τῆς ἱερᾶς συνόδου καὶ τῶν 
Ναζιραίων λογάδες καὶ αὐτὸς δὲ 6 τότε πατριάρχης Νικόλαος πυρὸς ἄξιον ἔκριναν. Οἷς 
καὶ 6 αὐτοκράτωρ σύμψηφος T|v...", ANNA KOMNENE, Alexiad, XV.10.1. Zonaras concludes 
his description of the Bogomil incident stating that, “...by common decree [Alexios] ordered 
him [Basil] to be consumed by fire in the theatre of horse racing”, “...κοινῇ δὲ ψήφῳ πυρὸς 
αὐτὸν ἐν τῷ τῆς ἱππηλασίας θεάτρῳ παρανάλωμα ἔθετο.” BÜTTNER-WOBST, loannis Zonarae 
[see n. 9], p. 744. 

21 PATLAGÉAN, Aveux et désaveux d'hérétiques à Byzance [see n. 4], p. 250. 

22 Justinianic law prescribed the burning of heresiarchs and heretical texts. In the 726, this 
prescript was “humanised”, changing death by fire to death by sword. For discussion see: 
RIGO, 1! processo del Bogomilo Basilio [see n. 2], p. 207. There is considerable debate about 
the rise in the use of flames in the punishment of heretics in the eleventh and twelfth centuries. 
In the West there is evidence to suggest that burnings may have occurred as early as 1022, 
however, they did not become a norm until well into the twelfth century. Based on the evi- 
dence currently available, there is no reason to suppose a connection between the West and 
the East in terms of influence leading to such hostile penalties. 
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have required the full judicial procedure attested to in the trial and conviction 
of Basil. Yet, this makes the portrayal provided by the Alexiad somewhat 
more confusing. Alexios may have always planned to fool the surrounding 
mob, which had gathered to watch the penalties bestowed upon the accused 
Bogomil adherents. But, who then was privy to his secret scheme? Anna 
would have her reader believe that this was a personal and private matter — a 
plot that only Alexios was aware of, which at first left the crowd horrified 
by the ruthlessness of the sentence but then all the more appreciative of their 
compassionate ruler when he spared all those who he had condemned to the 
flames. If no one were aware, however, then would not this have fuelled 
outrage, not simply amongst the mob (which is condescendingly portrayed 
by Anna as a generalised sampling of the Constantinopolitan populace) but 
also amongst the elites who should have held an active role in the decision 
of the council? The implication of the scene shows Alexios motioning for 
the death penalty of his own accord, without support from these other 
authority figures. This would itself have been an illicit act, which would 
likely have held more negative repercussions for the emperor's image than 
is intimated by his daughter's narrative. 

Again this brings us back to Zonaras's account — here we have a man who 
would gladly comment on any aspect of Komnenian policy, which would 
call the legitimacy and legality of the regime into question. On multiple 
occasions in his history, Zonaras provides an alternative reading to that of 
the Alexiad, finding fault where the princess sees fit to praise. The most 
famous example of this is in relation to the creation of new titles by Alexios, 
which Anna deemed to be a great innovation, but Zonaras considered an 
unnecessary exercise of power and a blatant disregard for the traditional 
order of Byzantine government.?? Thus, were the twin pyre spectacle to have 
occurred in the manner described by Anna, it is strange that it was not 
included in the Epitome, with Zonaras highlighting the more negative inter- 
pretation of the scene — the emperor acting on his own, without reverting to 
the united authority of his council and ignoring customary power structures. 
Alexios may not have gone through with the burning, but to order the pyres 
erected in the first place without consulting civil or ecclesiastical officials still 
poses a problem if understood within the context of conventional heresy trials, 
evidenced within the Alexiad. And this problem would have been a prime 
example of Komnenian inadequacy, which would have been all too tempting 
for Zonaras to have passed by without comment. 


23 See: MAGDALINO, Aspects of twelfth-century Byzantine Kaiserkritik [see n. 10], pp. 326- 
346. N. OIKONOMIDES, L'évolution de l'organisation administrative de l'empire byzantin au 
XI* siécle (1025-1118), in TM, 6 (1976), pp. 151-152. 
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Anna's depiction of the crowd's involvement in this incident is one fur- 
ther aspect, which must be taken into account. At various points within her 
epic, we are shown mob activity — masses appearing in order to witness the 
trials and condemnations of figures such as John Italos in Book V or Basil 
the Bogomil in Book XV.” Elsewhere I have examined the importance of 
these mobs for our understanding of public reactions to heresy.” There are 
parallels that can be drawn between the crowds that confront Italos and 
those which urge Basil on to his fiery fate — both seek retribution against 
the dissenter and both call for severe penalties to be conferred. The mob's 
reaction to the twin pyres, however, is an anomaly. Here, the crowd is seen 
upset and agitated with the emperor.? Perhaps this is simply because of the 
sheer number of heretics involved -- not just the individual leaders of heter- 
odox movements. Anna alleges that the mourning was directed only towards 
the Christians being condemned to martyrdom for having seemed as 
Bogomils. Whether or not we should believe her claim, is a more complex 
matter, which involves our opinion about the communal awareness of var- 
ious Bogomil tenets.” In any case, this scene still stands out as there is no 
perceptible approval directed towards the impending burning of those opting 
to die as heretics. The crowd may understandably have been opposed to the 
death of Christians, but there were also several supposedly self-professing 
Bogomils choosing their fate without repenting. Unlike in the other passages 
involving acknowledged heretics, where the mob mentality is shown to have 
been united and markedly hostile; here, Anna makes no comment to imply 
support for Alexios's show trial — setting this event distinctly apart from the 
other heresy encounters described in her text. 

The uniqueness of the incident does not necessarily need to indicate that it 
did not take place — certainly many events in history occur without precedent. 
In the case of the two-pyre spectacle, however, we are met with an incongru- 
ous episode, unattested in any other source. As there are in fact two other near 
contemporary accounts of the Constantinopolitan Bogomils, by two authors 
who would have had their own motivations for highlighting such a dramatic 


24 ANNA KOMNENE, Alexiad, V.9.6 and XV.10.4. 

25 E. MINCIN, Curing the common soul: rethinking Byzantine heresy with particular 
focus on literary motifs (eleventh to twelfth century), Unpublished PhD thesis, University of 
St Andrews. 

26 ANNA KOMNENE, Alexiad, XV.9.5 

27 An infamous Bogomil tenet recorded by Zygabenos allows Bogomils to feign ortho- 
doxy, even going so far as to falsely renounce their Bogomil beliefs, in order to remain hidden 
and save themselves. As such, the entire spectacle appears a fruitless exercise as the Bogomils 
would have no inclination towards martydom for their heterodox faith — dying for their beliefs 
was not a part of their religious doctrine. See the ZYGABENOS, Panoplia, XXVIL21, PG 130, 
1316-1318. 
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sequence, we must call into question the reality of the situation and Anna's 
reliability in disclosing such an act. It is implausible that Zygabenos — writing 
a text for the emperor and thus eager to articulate Alexios's many great and 
magnanimous feats — would have omitted such a dramatic demonstration of 
power and mercy. Likewise, the twin pyres would have provided ample fuel 
for Zonaras as a Komnenian critic — a showy piece of theatre without adher- 
ence to traditional procedural protocols. Of the three accounts, Zygabenos's 
is the earliest and closest to the events described, followed by Zonaras?? and 
then Anna as the most removed.” Whilst the princess historian professes 
firsthand knowledge of many of the events she describes in her text, it is not 
insignificant that her ‘firsthand’ account was written almost half a century 
later than the period she focuses upon — a challenging feature of her Alexiad, 
which poses recurrent difficulties for scholars. 

What then does any of this mean? What purpose would the construction 
of this scene serve to Anna? And, what can be discerned about the text 
through such a finding? The princess has created an imagined landscape 
within her Alexiad — an idealised world in which her father is the saviour 
figure, guiding his empire both politically and ecclesiastically. This is not a 
new observation, yet the extent to which Anna manipulated this scene has 
not yet been appreciated. Alexios was concerned with both spiritual and 
material matters — focused on the health of Byzantium, body and soul. Buckley 
is accurate in her examination: this twin pyre scene is best read with the 
Last Judgement in mind. Here, Alexios is cast in the role of Christ — an image 
that Anna hoped to reinforce throughout her work. She persistently drew a 
parallel between her father and the emperor Constantine — who was widely 
regarded as the thirteenth apostle?? — and only grudgingly admitted that her 
father was not quite the second coming himself, stating that: 


It could not be said by the emperor to the paralytic: "rise up and walk" nor 
exhort the blind man to have sight nor permit the man having no feet to walk. 


28 Zonaras likely finished the Epitome prior to 1134. For discussion of his writing and 
chronology see: T. ΒΑΝΟΗΙΟΗ — E. LANE, The History of Zonaras: From Alexander Severus 
to the Death of Theodosius the Great, Abingdon, 2009, p. 7. 

22 The princess did not compose her tract until the reign of her nephew Manuel I Komne- 
nos (1143-1180). 

30 “I myself would name him the thirteenth apostle, and yet some would attribute that fame 
to Constantine the Great, but to me it seems that either it should be assigned to this emperor 
[Alexios] together with Constantine, or if any were contentious, he should be immediately 
after Constantine: Alexios as both apostle and emperor.", “καὶ ἔγωγε τοῦτον τρισκαιδέκα- 
τον ἂν ἀπόστολον ὀνομάσαιμι, καίτοι τινὲς Κωνσταντίνῳ τῷ μεγάλῳ τοῦτο τὸ κλέος 
προσάπτουσιν, ἐμοὶ δὲ δοκεῖ ἢ σὺν τῷ Κωνσταντίνῳ τῷ αὐτοκράτορι τετάχθαι τοῦτον, ἢ 
εἴ τις φιλονεικείη, ἔστω µετά γε Κωνσαντῖνον ἀπόστολος ἅμα καὶ βασιλεὺς 6 Ἀλέξιος.” 
ANNA ΚΟΜΝΕΝΕ, Alexiad, XIV.8.8. Buckley also discusses the parallelism between these two 
emperors, which is infused throughout the A/exiad, particularly prevalent within the second 
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These were actions of the Only-Begotten, who for us became man and dwelt 
here among man. But he [Alexios] did what he could.?! 


Alexios “did what he could” and in so doing was as close to a Christ 
figure as could be found in the Byzantine world of the eleventh and twelfth 
centuries. Anna's primary goal in her Alexiad rested in the transmission of 
this ideological construction — her father as a great civil and military leader 
but also as the quintessential embodiment of the Christian king. What better 
way to illustrate this than to include the ultimate action of Christ himself — the 
division of man at the Last Judgement? This is a powerful scene, frequently 
depicted within Byzantine art, showing an enthroned Christ presiding over 
the separation of the saved from the damned.? In our twin-pyre scene we 
are shown just that — Alexios presiding over the choice between salvation 
and damnation. When the time comes for all to be burnt, in true Christian 
fashion, he saves them all, just as it is possible for the damned of the Last 
Judgement to be saved by the grace of God. 

Thus, Buckley is right, but where she hesitates, we should push further — 
this scene is not simply modelled on past literary precedent and influenced 
by a desire to portray the emperor in a Christ-like role. The narrative of this 
episode is not just exploited by Anna; but rather it is created for ideological 
purposes. There is no evidence to suggest that the events described by the 
princess historian in relation to the two pyres ever occurred -- not only in the 
specific way she described them, but, in fact, at all. 

The Alexiad is a meeting point of fact and fiction — history cleverly elabo- 
rated with literary frameworks so as to blend the reality of any given situation 
with models that the princess sought to emphasise. Among these models was 
that of the emperor as a righteous Christian leader, a representative of God 
on earth. As becomes apparent from even the most cursory inspection of 
her text, the instilling of this image was her primary concern. The reasons 
for this preoccupation are many and varied, and the subject for a much more 
thorough investigation. At this time, however, it is significant to acknowledge 
the depths to which Anna delved in order to broadcast an ideologically 
inspired vision of her father. She did not simply manipulate fact, but fashioned 


half of Anna's work. For the transition to this supposed “second half” see: BUCKLEY, The 
Alexiad of Anna Komnene [see n. 4], p. 169. 

31 ro μὲν αὐτοκράτορι οὐκ ἐξῆν τῷ παραλύτῳ εἰπεῖν: “ἔγειρε καὶ περιπάτει”, οὐδὲ 
τῷ τυφλῷ κελεῦσαι τὸ βλέπειν οὐδὲ τῷ μὴ ἔχοντι πόδας ἐπιτρέπειν περιπατεῖν. Ταῦτα ἦν 
τοῦ μονογενοῦς καὶ δι᾽ ἡμᾶς γεγονότος ἀνθρώπου καὶ ὑπὲρ ἄνθρωπον ἐνταυθοῖ πολιτευ- 
σαμένου: ἃ δὲ προσῆν, ἐκεῖνα ποιεῖ...᾽ ΑΝΝΑ KOMNENE, Alexiad XV.7.6. 

32 Depictions of the Last Judgement in Middle Byzantium are discussed in N. SEVCENKO, 
Some images of the Second Coming and the fate of the soul in Middle Byzantine Art, in 
R. J. DALy (ed.), Apocalyptic Themes in Early Christianity, Brookline, 2009, pp. 250-272. 
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an entire unique episode, which served her purposes perfectly. The twin- 
pyre trial is unsubstantiated by any other source and, as has been shown, 
there are other sources for this period, which would have been keen to 
reiterate a show trial of this magnitude, were it to have taken place. More- 
over, the details provided by the princess — such as the lack of traditional 
judicial process and the unusual reaction of the mob - only serve as further 
confirmation of the dubious nature of this narrative passage. This does not 
make the episode less valuable, as it provides us with a fanciful portrait of 
what a heresy trial looked like in the mind of Anna Komnene. She envisioned 
her father parting the wolves from the sheep and cleansing his flock from 
the evils of heresy. By saving everyone, the Alexiad reflects an idyllic unity 
within the Christian world, which her father worked towards by stabilising 
his regime against the threats of dissension. It is a scene of pure stagecraft, 
but a stagecraft she wanted her audience to believe. 
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SUMMARY 


This article concerns the trial sequence narrated by Anna Komnene in Book XV 
section 9.2-5 of her Alexiad. In this passage, the princess historian describes a dra- 
matic show trial in which a large number of accused Bogomils are brought together 
and given the choice between two pyres — one representing repentance to Orthodoxy 
whilst the other representing the maintenance of their heretical beliefs. In either case, 
they were all to be sentenced to death. I argue that this scene is not simply theatrical 
but, in fact, a complete fiction, engineered by Anna for the sake of enforcing a 
desired ideological image of her father as a Christ-like saviour. 


THE DEPOSITION OF PATRIARCH EUTYCHIUS OF 
CONSTANTINOPLE IN 565 AND THE APHTHARTODOCETIC 
EDICT OF JUSTINIAN 


ÍNTRODUCTION 


Justinian was a highly active emperor in the field of religious policy; he 
showed interest in doctrinal questions throughout his reign, starting already 
at the accession of his uncle Justin I in 518. In the decades until his death 
in 565, he issued numerous edicts on religious topics, hosted meetings 
between adherents of opposing Christian creeds, and convoked the fifth 
ecumenical council in 553. He presented himself as a promotor of the 
Chalcedonian faith; in this, he was mainly opposed to the Miaphysites, who 
rejected the decisions of Chalcedon as heretical.! 

However, at the very end of his reign, in 564/565, he published the 
so-called aphthartodocetic edict, which seems to contradict his usual 
christological convictions and to show his rapprochement to the miaphysite 
subgroup of the Julianists.? Julian of Halicarnassus taught in the early sixth 
century that the body of Christ had been, because of his divine nature, 
already before his resurrection impassible to suffering and decay, to which 
humans are exposed; however, whilst incorruptible (ἄφθαρτος), Christ vol- 
untarily subjected himself to the wanting human condition and experienced, 
for example, hunger and thirst, in order to liberate humanity from them. This 


! This article is the extended version of an essay which I wrote in Oxford under the super- 
vision of Phil Booth in spring 2017; I would like to express my great appreciation to him and 
to Bryan Ward-Perkins for their valuable suggestions and useful critiques during the develop- 
ment of this essay. 

For an outline and a good overview of the aims of Justinian's religious policy, see M. MAas, 
The Cambridge companion to the Age of Justinian, Cambridge, 2005, pp. 215-266, and 
the introduction of R. PRICE, The acts of the Council of Constantinople of 553, Liverpool, 
2009. 

? Evagrius, 4,39-41, translated by M. WurrBY, The ecclesiastical history of Evagrius Scho- 
lasticus, Liverpool, 2000; Life of Eutychius, 1. 930-1038, edited by C. LAGA, Eustratii Presbyteri 
Vita Eutychii Patriarchae Constantinopolitani (CCSG, 25), Turnhout — Louvain, 1992; John 
of Nikiu, 94,1-15, translated by R. CHARLES, The Chronicle of John, Bishop of Nikiu, London, 
1916; Theophanes, a.m. 6057, translated by C. MANGO — R. SCOTT, The chronicle of Theophanes 
Confessor, Oxford, 1997; Michael the Syrian, 9,34, edited by J.-B. CHABOT, Chronique de 
Michel le Syrien, II, Paris, 1901; Chronicle of Zuqnin, 884, translated by A. HARRAK, The 
Chronicle of Zuqnin, parts IIl and IV, Toronto, 1999; Zonaras, 14,9 (p. 284), edited by L. Dm- 
DORF, Joannis Zonarae Epitome Historiarum, ΠΠ, Leipzig, 1870. 
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was a staunchly miaphysite point of view, denying the more mainstream 
belief that Christ had fully experienced human sensations due to his human 
nature; they claimed that he had assumed a perfect form of humanity, 
incomparable to ours. Those who followed his doctrine were called Aph- 
thartodocetics or Aphthartics.? The sources attest much resistance against 
this edict; all the patriarchs refused to sign it.* The common reconstruction 
of the events is that Justinian therefore deposed and exiled Eutychius, the 
patriarch of Constantinople, in January 565 and replaced him with John 
Scholasticus, while Anastasius, the patriarch of Antioch, having presided 
over a council consisting of allegedly 195 bishops which examined the 
imperial edict and found it unorthodox, was only prevented from losing his 
see by Justinian's death in November 565 and the ensuing end of the aph- 
thartic project under his successor Justin IL? 

Modern scholarship has not yet found a wholly convincing explanation 
for what appears to be a major and very sudden shift in Justinian's beliefs nor 
for how the fate of Eutychius and Anastasius in 565 was connected to their 
refusal to sign the edict. It is puzzling that the two patriarchs who, to our 
knowledge, put up the fiercest resistance against the edict were not treated 
equally: Eutychius was deposed very quickly, whereas Anastasius was only 
threatened with deposition several months later. Furthermore, it is equally 
peculiar that John Scholasticus, the apocrisiarius of the patriarch of Antioch 
in Constantinople, became Eutychius’ successor, since he seems to have par- 
ticipated in the opposition against the aphthartodocetic edict and, conse- 
quently, cannot have been helpful to the emperor in promoting this view.® 


3 For Julianist theology and its emergence, see R. DRAGUET, Julien d'Halicarnasse et sa 
controverse avec Severe d'Antioche sur l'incorruptibilité du corps du Christ, Louvain, 1924; 
A. GRILLMEIER, Christ in Christian Tradition, Vol. 2,2, Atlanta, 1995, pp. 81-88 and 103-107; 
A. Korsky, Julianism after Julian of Halicarnassus, in B. BITTON-ASHKELONY — L. PERRONE 
(eds), Between personal and institutional religion: self, doctrine, and practice in late antique 
Eastern Christianity, Turnhout, 2013, pp. 263-278; Y. Moss, Incorruptible Bodies: Christology, 
Society, and Authority in Late Antiquity, Oakland, 2017, pp. 31-36. 

^ Life of Eutychius, ll. 1175ff; Evagrius, 4,39. Michael the Syrian, 9,34 (p. 272), mentions 
the resistance of the patriarchs of Alexandria, Jerusalem, Constantinople, and Antioch, omitting 
the one of Rome. 

5 G. Wess, Studia Anastasiana I, München, 1965, pp. 15-18; F. CARCIONE, L’ “Aftarto- 
docetismo" di Giustiniano: una mistificazione strumentale del dissenso politico-religioso, in 
Studi sull'oriente cristiano, 7 (1984), pp. 71-73; A. CAMERON, Eustratius’ Life of the Patriarch 
Eutychius and the Fifth Ecumenical Council, in Kathegetria. Essays presented to Joan Hussey 
for her 80" birthday, Camberley, 1988, pp. 233f; GRILLMEIER, 1995, pp. 468f. The most 
detailed account of the council and a full-length quotation of the letter addressed to Justinian 
containing its decisions is provided by Michael the Syrian, 9,34 (pp. 272-281), who was 
drawing on John of Ephesus. 

Proof of John's opposition is preserved in John of Nikiu, 94,11f; see below pp. 11f. 
Moreover, Evagrius, 4,39, claims that the whole clergy awaited Anastasius' decision whether 
or not to accept the edict. Cf. P. VAN DEN VEN, L’accession de Jean le Scholastique au siege 
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The aim of this article is to deal with these difficulties, to examine them 
from different angles, not restricted to a merely doctrinal viewpoint, and 
thus to reach a more complete understanding of the changes in religious 
policy and of their background at the end of Justinian's reign. This will allow 
us to better situate the deposition of Eutychius within the tense atmosphere 
of the court of the aged Justinian, which was dominated by power struggle 
between different factions seeking to remove their respective opponents. 


ΤΗΕ TESTIMONIES OF EVAGRIUS AND EUSTRATIUS 


The two main sources for the deposition of Eutychius are the late-sixth- 
century Church History of the Syrian Evagrius Scholasticus, who was closely 
connected to the patriarchate of Antioch, and the Life of Eutychius by his 
presbyter Eustratius, commonly assumed to have been read out in Constan- 
tinople in 583, at the first anniversary of Eutychius' death." Both narrate the 
events differently and seem to contradict each other. In book four, in his 
description of the end of Justinian's reign, Evagrius mentions Eutychius’ 
deposition and includes some chapters dealing with the issue of the aphthar- 
todocetic edict; however, he presents the two actions as independent from 
each other. He merely states Eutychius’ replacement without explaining 
it and stresses afterwards the role of Anastasius in the resistance against 
Aphthartism. This conspicuous silence regarding Eutychius has been best 
explained as reflecting his wish to emphasise the role of Anastasius, with 
whom he had personal connections, and a desire not to stress that John 
Scholasticus, Anastasius’ apocrisiarius, had benefitted from the deposition 
of an orthodox predecessor and from a heresy against which Anastasius was 
actively engaged.? The order of events in Evagrius prompted VAN DEN VEN 
to argue that Eutychius had been deposed before the edict was actually 
published, Eutychius having only seen a draft of the later issued version.!? 
This explanation is, however, unsatisfactory, since it leaves no room for the 
possibility that Evagrius deliberately decided to disconnect the deposition 
and the edict for the abovementioned reasons. 


patriarcal de Constantinople en 565, in Byz, 35 (1965), pp. 337-341. CAMERON, 1988, p. 234, 
however, supposes that John was compelled to accept the edict. 

7 For Evagrius, see the introduction of WurrBv, 2000, pp. ΧΙΙ-ΧΧ; for Eustratius, see 
CAMERON, 1988, pp. 243-245. 

ὃ Evagrius, 4,38f (pp. 249-252). 

? CAMERON, 1988, pp. 236f. 

10 VAN DEN VEN, 1965, pp. 342f. 
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The Life of Eutychius, in contrast, introduces first Eutychius' opposition 
to the aphthartic doctrine, and has him arrested and deposed thereafter, 
“sophists of evil" having urged the emperor to take such a step after his 
refusal to sign the document about Aphthartism.!! Hence, there is a clear 
implication that his downfall was the consequence of his resistance. How- 
ever, the ensuing enumeration of the charges which his accusers produced 
in order to justify his deposition after his arrest does not include doctrinal 
issues at all, but mere pretexts, “that he had himself oiled, that he ate liver 
pate of small birds with figs, and that he spent long hours on his knees 
whilst praying".!? VAN DEN VEN explained this in the framework of his 
theory that Eutychius had only seen a draft; since the edict was, according 
to his simplistic reading of Evagrius, not yet published, it was also not pos- 
sible for the emperor to depose the patriarch for resistance to it, thus, he had 
to resort to such pretexts for his removal. Another explanation, put forward 
by WHITBY, builds on the assumption that Eustratius was unwilling to depict 
Eutychius as openly opposing an imperial edict.'* According to this view, 
Eustratius instead chose to list some pretexts which were perhaps invented 
by Eutychius' enemies, whereby he was also able to highlight how ridicu- 
lous the charges against the patriarch had been. This is a strong argument, 
given that Eustratius throughout the Life writes in very respectful terms 
about Justinian and also explains his turn to Aphthartism with reference to 
the harmful influence of some men around him. In the Life, however, the 


11 Life of Eutychius, ll. 930-1146; for the “sophists of evil” see Il. 1039-1047: [...] oi τῶν 
κακῶν σοφισταί [...] συναχθέντες καὶ εἰσελθόντες εἰς τὸ ἀκροατήριον [...] τὸν βασιλέα 
πείθουσιν ἔξω μὲν ποιῆσαι τοῦ θρόνου τὸν πάσαις ἀρεταῖς κεκοσμημένον ἄνδρα, ποιῆσαί 
τε ἄλλον ὀφείλοντα πρὸς τὸν σκοπὸν αὐτῶν διαγίνεσθαι: [...]. 

“The sophists of evil [...], having come together and entered the audience room, [...] 
persuaded the emperor to depose the man adorned with every virtue from his throne and to 
appoint another one, who ought to act according to their aim." 

These “sophists of evil” are described earlier in the Life, in 11. 979f, as "followers of 
Origen the Fool, Euagrius, and Didymus [Euagrius Ponticus and Didymus of Alexandria, two 
adherents of Origen's teachings]” (ἀντιποιούμενοι Ὡριγένους τοῦ λῆρου Εὐαγρίου τε καὶ 
Διδύμου). This allegedly decisive involvement of Origenists in Eutychius' downfall is not 
attested in any other source and improbable since, as I shall point out below (pp. 7ff), Eustra- 
tius himself later in his text (ll. 2130-2138; see the quote in note 28 below) attributes the main 
responsibility for the plot against Eutychius to the influential senators Aetherius and Addaeus 
and does not speak of Origenists again. The unique mention in this place is, in my view, 
nothing more than a malicious allegation against the persecuted followers of Origen, whose 
doctrines had been condemned at the council of Constantinople in 553 (cf. PRICE, 2009, Vol. II, 
pp. 270-280; for a short overview of the Origenist controversy in the time of Justinian with 
references to further literature, see MEIER, 2003, pp. 280ff.). 

12 Life of Eutychius, ll. 1089-1091: [...] ὅτι ἠλείψατο, ὅτι συκοτόκοιλα ὀρνιθίων ἔφαγεν, 
καὶ ὅτι πολλὰς ὥρας γονυκλισίας ποιῶν ηὔχετο [...]. 

13 VAN DEN VEN, 1965, pp. 2421, 

14 ΝΥΉΙΤΒΥ, 2000, p. 249, n. 135. 
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arrest and deposition of Eutychius follow directly upon his stance against 
Aphthartism in a way which makes it evident that Eustratius himself, though 
mocking the bizarre nature of the charges, saw Eutychius' fall nevertheless 
as somehow connected to his involvement in the debate on Aphthartism. 
Since he had blamed the emergence of the aphthartic debate on a circle of 
evil men manipulating Justinian, attributing Eutychius' downfall to resist- 
ance against the edict would not have been an act of direct opposition to 
Justinian; the edict would already have been devalued as composed under 
devilish influence and, hence, as not reflecting the real wish of the emperor. 
Thus, Eustratius' choice not to mention Eutychius' stance against Aphthartism 
among the charges may serve as an indication that the affair was not as 
simple a conflict as it has often been supposed to be and that there were in 
fact more elements involved in his downfall.'> 


THE REASONS FOR EUTYCHIUS' FALL 


The Life depicts Eutychius as an unswervingly orthodox patriarch; hence, 
it claims, he also happily accepted exile and was ready to undergo persecution 
for his faith.! It is, however, well known that the Life is a highly selective 
source, omitting several episodes in which the position of Eutychius was 
very controversial." The Church History of John of Ephesus suggests that 
Eutychius was, in the second part of his patriarchate, after his return from 
exile in 577, on several occasions at the centre of theological conflicts and 
found himself in opposition to the emperor, Tiberius. Eutychius planned to 
change the Trisagion hymn’®, to introduce a new antiphon!”, and he seems to 
have approached a tritheistic position denying the resurrection of the bodies.?? 


15 Cf. CARCIONE, 1984, p. 76, who also supposes that the fictitious accusations point 
against Aphthartism as the sole reason for his deposition. 

16 Life of Eutychius, M. 1156-1160. 

17 For a discussion of the Life, see CAMERON, 1988, pp. 225-247. 

18 John of Ephesus, 2,52/3,19, translated by J. SCHÖNFELDER, Die Kirchengeschichte des 
Johannes von Ephesus, München, 1862. 

19 John of Ephesus, 2,40. Eutychius” attempt to introduce a new antiphon is probably 
connected to his criticism of an eucharistic hymn, the Cherubikon of Maundy Thursday, which 
had been introduced by Justin II in 573/574. Cf. Eutychius’ only surviving homily On the 
Pascha and the most holy Eucharist (CPG 6939), and the discussion in R. TAFT, The Great 
Entrance. A History of the Transfer of Gifts and other Pre-Anaphoral Rites of the Liturgy 
of St. John Chrysostom (OCA, 200), Rome, 1975, pp. 84-86, 98, and P. ALLEN, Reconstruct- 
ing Pre-Paschal Liturgies in Constantinople: Some Sixth Century Homiletic Evidence, in 
A. SCHOORS -- P. VAN DEUN (eds.), Philohistör. Miscellanea in honorem Caroli Laga septua- 
genarii (OLA, 60), Leuven, 1994, pp. 220-228. 

30 John of Ephesus, 2,36/51/3,17. See also Gregory the Great, Moralia in Iob 14,56,72-74, 
edited by M. ADRIAEN, Moralia in Iob libri X-XXII, Turnhout, 1979, who was disputing with 
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In all these cases, he was, however, unsuccessful in establishing his view. 
These examples, most of them not mentioned by Eustratius, indicate that 
Eutychius was not a patriarch who obediently followed imperial orders, but 
that he developed his own theological convictions, which he attempted to 
introduce into the Constantinopolitan church. He was not afraid of contra- 
dicting the emperor and, aware of his position at the head of the imperial 
church, did not give in easily when confronted with ideas contrary to his 
own;?! there is no reason to suppose that this was different when he was 
facing the aphthartic challenge in 565. Confirmation for his self-conception 
as a powerful church leader is found in the Life's mentioning of how strictly 
he insisted, after his arrest, on being treated with all the privileges befitting 
a patriarch of Constantinople until he was sent into exile.?? Furthermore, his 
behaviour after his return to Constantinople in 577 shows the extent of his 
desire to regain the patriarchal throne; according to John of Ephesus, he did 
not await a formal inquiry into the legitimacy of his and John Scholasticus’ 
patriarchates, as had been suggested, but forbade it. He did not want the 
issue to be discussed since he was concerned that his deposition in 565 would 
be deemed legally valid and he thus would have no right to reoccupy the 
position as patriarch.” 

All these points, portraying Eutychius as a strong and rather opinionated 
office holder, give reason to suppose that his swift removal from the throne 
of the Constantinopolitan church in 565 was indeed to some extent connected 
to the doctrinal conflict; however, as will be shown in the following part, it 
would be wrong to reduce the reason for his downfall to a theological dis- 
agreement. First of all, with regard to Aphthartism, this christological view 
was not exclusively held by miaphysite groups. Leontius of Byzantium 
attests that there was also an influential faction of Chalcedonians adhering 
to aphthartic positions, and Justinian's Aphthartism can be understood by 


Eutychius about this issue and mentions that the conflict went so far that the emperor even 
ordered Eutychius' books on the subject to be burnt. All these controversies are glossed over 
by Eustratius, with the exception of this last one, see Life of Eutychius, 11. 2449-2502, where 
he denies that Eutychius ever doubted the resurrection of the bodies, stating that those who 
accused him were men of childish intellect (νηπιόφρονες, |. 2458) who misunderstood him. 
For the controversy between Gregory and Eutychius, see Y.-M. DuvaL, La discussion entre 
l'apocrisiaire Grégoire et le patriarche Eutychios au sujet de la résurrection de la chair: 
l'arriére-plan doctrinal et occidental, in J. FONTAINE — R. GILLET — S. PELLISTRANDI (eds), 
Grégoire le Grand, Paris, 1986, pp. 349-358. 

?! Cf. also Life of Eutychius, ll. 560-563, indicating that he was sometimes disobedient. 
However, such statements are a commonplace in hagiography and should only be used very 
carefully for a reconstruction of Eutychius’ character. 

2 Life of Eutychius, 1. 1093-1117. 

23 John of Ephesus, 2,32-34/3,17. 
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locating it within the framework of Chalcedon.?* This means that there was 
not necessarily a complete turn of his religious policy to an open favouritism 
of a version of Miaphysitism; by moving towards Aphthartism, he was 
addressing the Julianists and could hope that he would find a way to reconcile 
this miaphysite subgroup with Chalcedon.” Michael the Syrian, a chronicler 
from the twelfth century using now lost parts of John of Ephesus’ Church 
History, records that Justinian had met the Julianist bishop of Joppa and 
been influenced by his doctrine. Since Michael refers to this meeting in the 
same chapter in which he also in detail discusses the aphthartodocetic edict 
and the council which gathered around Anastasius, it has been dated to about 
560 or some years afterwards.”° If Michael's information is correct, this 
attests that Justinian was interested in establishing contact with Julianists; 
even though this cannot be proven, he might have been inspired to issue the 
edict after he had recognised the possibilities for a rapprochement which 
were opened by this meeting.?? 


2 Leontius of Byzantium, Dialogus contra aphthartodocetas (PG 86, 1316D-1356C); see 
also the discussion in GRILLMEIER, 1995, pp. 213-229; Korsky, 2013, pp. 278-281. 

25 There are very strong indications that Justinian always remained Chalcedonian; Malalas, 
18,142, translated by E. JEFFREYS — M. JEFFREYS — R. SCOTT, The Chronicle of John Malalas, 
Melbourne, 1986, mentions the issue of a religious edict in November 562 directed against 
Miaphysites. Possible fragments of this edict are extant and were edited by M. ΑΜΕΙΟΤΤΙ — 
L. ZINGALE, Scritti teologici ed ecclesiastici di Giustiniano, Milano, 1977, pp. 193f. Another 
point against a complete conversion to miaphysite/Julianist positions is the arrest of the 
Julianist patriarch Elpidius of Alexandria in 565 (Theophanes, a.m. 6057). He was ordered to 
Constantinople, but died on the way. See CARCIONE, 1984, pp. 74-77; GRILLMEIER, 1995, 
pp. 467f; M. van ESBROECK, The Aphthartodocetic Edict of Justinian and its Armenian Back- 
ground, in Studia Patristica, 33 (1997), p. 579; K.-H. UTHEMANN, Kaiser Justinian als Kirch- 
enpolitiker und Theologe, in Augustinianum, 39 (1999), pp. 79-81; M. MEIER, Das andere 
Zeitalter Justinians: Kontingenzerfahrung und Kontingenzbewáltigung im 6. Jahrhundert 
n.Chr., Göttingen, 2003, pp. 290ff; Maas, 2005, p. 254; KorskY, 2013, pp. 254/282-285; 
M. MEIER, Liturgisierung und Hypersakralisierung. Zum Bedeutungsverlust kaiserlicher 
Frömmigkeit in Konstantinopel zwischen dem 6. und 7. Jahrhundert n.Chr., in N. SCHMIDT — 
N. SCHMID — A. NEUWIRTH (eds), Denkraum Spätantike. Reflexionen von Antiken im Umfeld 
des Koran, Wiesbaden, 2016, pp. 91f; P. BOOTH, Towards the Coptic Church: The Making of 
the Severan Episcopate, in Milllennium 17 (2017), p. 14. However, VAN DEN VEN, 1965, p. 324; 
DuvaL, 1986, p. 349; K. ADSHEAD, Justinian and Aphthartodocetism, in S. MITCHELL — 
G. GREATREX (eds), Ethnicity and culture in Late Antiquity, London, 2000, pp. 331-333 do 
not doubt that Justinian indeed turned to miaphysite Aphthartism. 

26 Michael the Syrian, 9,34 (p. 272). See CARCIONE, 1984, p. 71; GRILLMEIER, 1995, p. 468; 
UTHEMANN, 1999, p. 80; Korsky, 2013, p. 283. 

27 Cf. also the convincing hypothesis put forth in MEIER, 2016, pp. 90-93; he understands 
Justinian's move towards Aphthartism as the last, consequent action in the process of Justinian’s 
assimilation to Christ. Beginning in the 540s, Justinian increasingly enhanced his imperial 
sanctity and created an image of invulnerability of the imperial body by putting himself on 
the same level as Christ (“Hyper-sacralisation”). The imperial body having thus become 
incorruptible and immortal in the imperial propaganda by the end of his reign, it must only 
have been logical to Justinian to claim the same qualities for Christ's body, with whom he 
ruled jointly over the empire. 
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Eutychius, however, argued strongly against the new imperial doctrine 
and was not ready to accept it — nor were numerous other bishops and patri- 
archs, but he alone was quickly arrested and sentenced. This oddity is a 
strong indicator of additional reasons for his downfall. A clue can be 
found in the Life; it mentions explicitly the central role of two high-ranking 
senators, Aetherius, curator of the palace of Antiochus, and Addaeus, the 
city prefect, in his deposition, describing their actions against Eutychius as 
plotting. It was Aetherius who personally led the soldiers into the church 
of the palace of Hormisdas to arrest Eutychius.”’ Both senators had acquired 
some notoriety for their involvement in conspiracies; this is especially true 
for Aetherius who, according to the chronicles of John Malalas and Theo- 
phanes the Confessor, had been engaged in complots against Justinian already 
in 560 and 562.?? The latter occasion, the so-called conspiracy of Marcellus, 
was an attempt to murder the emperor. One of the known plotters was 
Aetherius’ nephew Sergius, but Aetherius himself and other officials with 
important posts are mentioned by the chroniclers as supporters and organis- 
ers of the machination. However, the suspicion proved not to be harmful for 
his career and he was further elevated in rank; only the men who would 
have executed the attack were punished, whereas the ones who had con- 
cocted the scheme were never prosecuted and managed instead to cast some 
doubt on the integrity of Belisarius, probably in the successful attempt to 


355 Life of Eutychius, 1l. 2130-2138: [...] fj ἀποκατάστασις ἐν ἡμέρᾳ κυριακῇ καὶ μηνὶ 
Ὀκτωβρίῳ τρίτῃ γεγένηται, ἐν fj καὶ οἱ τὴν Kat’ αὐτοῦ συσκευὴν τυρεύσαντες ἀπετμήθη- 
σαν, Αἰθέριός φημι καὶ Ἀδδαῖος. [...] Καὶ ὥσπερ ἀμφότεροι τὴν σκαιωρίαν ἤτοι ἐκβολὴν 
τοῦ ὁσίου καὶ τὴν ἄτακτον χειροτονίαν πεποιήκασιν, οὕτως ἄμφω περὶ ὧν εἰργάσαντο 
καὶ τοὺς μισθοὺς ἐκαρπώσαντο. 

“His restoration [to the patriarchate of Constantinople in 577] happened on a Sunday, on 
the third of October, on the same day on which those who had planned the plot against him, 
I am speaking of Aetherius and Addaeus, had been executed. [...] Just as both had organized 
the mischief, or the banishment of the holy man and the irregular election, so both reaped the 
payment of their misdeeds." 

For an overview on Addaeus, see PLRE, Vol. IIIa, pp. 14f; on Aetherius ibidem, pp. 21f. 
For their role in the deposition, see VAN DEN VEN, 1965, pp. 326f; CAMERON, 1988, pp. 234f. 

2 Life of Eutychius, M. 1072-1076: [...] ἐπέστη μετὰ μαχαιρῶν καὶ ξύλων ὃ μέγας θὴρ 
Αἰθέριος μετὰ πολλῆς βοηθείας στρατιωτικῆς: καὶ λαβὼν τὸν ὅσιον γυμνὸν καὶ μηδὲν 
ἔχοντα ἀπήγαγεν εἰς τὸ μοναστήριον τὸ Χωρακοῦδιν οὕτω λεγόμενον. 

“[...] The great beast Aetherius attacked him with swords and sticks, supported by numerous 
soldiers; having seized the unprotected holy man, who had no assistance, he led him away to 
the monastery called Chorakoudis.” 

For the church of the palace of Hormisdas, where Eutychius was apprehended, see Life of 
Eutychius, ll. 1047-1049. This church within the palace complex can be identified as the one 
of SS. Sergius and Bacchus, built by Justinian in the 520s. Cf. B. CROKE, Justinian, Theodora, 
and the Church of Saints Sergius and Bacchus, in DOP, 60 (2006), pp. 25-63. 

30 Malalas, 18,141; Theophanes, a.m. 6053 and 6055. See MEIER, 2003, pp. 264-269; the 
malign schemes of Aetherius and Addaeus are also mentioned in John of Nikiu, 90,54-60, 
where they unsuccessfully attempted to achieve that Justinian placed his trust to a magician. 
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clear themselves.?! Evagrius and Theophanes both state that Aetherius and 
Addaeus were finally executed in 566 after having tried another coup against 
Justin II; their final conspiracy is also mentioned in the Life.? 

With Aetherius and Addaeus, known for their engagement in plots, play- 
ing a prominent role in the downfall of Eutychius, one begins to suspect 
that the action against him is to be seen as part of a similar plan. The Life 
registers that there were “not only the preeminent among the powerful men 
around the emperor, but also notables among the priesthood, and leaders of 
prominent churches" responsible for Eutychius' deposition.** One person 
who welcomed the end of Eutychius' patriarchate was undoubtedly his suc- 
cessor, the Syrian John Scholasticus, who may be understood as a “notable 
among the priesthood”. Concerning his accession to the patriarchal throne, 
it is conspicuous that he was a close ally of the later emperor Justin IL, Jus- 
tinian's nephew. This is highlighted and explained by the narration in the 
Life of Saint Simeon the Younger: when John was on his way from Antioch 
to Constantinople to accede to his post as apocrisiarius, he visited Simeon, 
who told him that he would become patriarch of Constantinople, and Justin 
emperor.** The hagiographer claims that it was John's announcement of this 
news to Justin that united the two men; irrespective of how exactly their 
alliance was formed, this story and the following chapters of Simeon's Life 
provide evidence that John and Justin were in close contact and supported 
each other.?? This is all the more important because Justinian's succession 
was not settled and Justin could not be sure that his claim to the imperial 
throne would prevail.* In this uncertainty, it was crucial to have the support 
of key figures in Constantinople such as the patriarch; and John as an ally 
of Justin would have been a secure pillar for his imperial aspirations.*? 


31 See MEIER, 2003, pp. 264-266; Malalas, 18,141, names Aetherius explicitly as connected 
to the conspiracy; Theophanes, a.m. 6055. 

32 Evagrius, 5,3; Life of Eutychius, ll. 2130-2133; Theophanes, a.m. 6059. See also the 
allusions to them as conspirators against the emperor and to their violent death in Corippus, 
In laud. Iust. 1,60f and 4,347-350, edited by A. CAMERON, In laudem lustini Augusti minoris 
libri IV, London, 1976; cf. CAMERON'S commentary ibidem on pp. 131/210f. 

33 Life of Eutychius, 11. 996-999: [...] οὐ µόνον oi περὶ τὸν βασιλέα τῶν δυναστευόντων 
ἐξέχοντες, ἀλλὰ καὶ τῶν ἐν ἱερεῦσι τελούντων ἐπίσημοι καὶ περιφανῶν ἐκκλησιῶν ἄρχον- 
τες ks] 

34 Life of Simeon, 202-206, edited by P. VAN DEN VEN, La vie ancienne de s. Syméon Stylite 
le Jeune, 521-592, Brussels, 1962. 

35 The chapters of Simeon's Life dealing with the connection between John and Justin are 
202-211. See VAN DEN VEN, 1965, pp. 321-323. 

36 See VAN DEN VEN, 1965, pp. 340f, for the influence of the unclear imperial succession 
on the conspiracy. 

37 For the importance of different groups and persons, among others the patriarch, for 
imperial successions, see P. ΒΟΟΤΗ, Shades of Blues and Greens in the Chronicle of John of 
Nikiou, in BZ, 104/2 (2012), pp. 573f. 
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There are thus indications that Justin had an interest in replacing Eutychius 
with another, more favourable patriarch. The alliance between Justin and 
John is, due to the testimony of Simeon's Life, beyond doubt; it is not dif- 
ficult to link their aspirations with the well-attested ones of Aetherius and 
Addaeus. The fact that the two senators were executed in the subsequent 
year on Justin's orders does not mean that they had not collaborated with 
him previously. Hence, a confluence of evidence suggests that Eutychius’ 
deposition was not due simply to his resistance to Justinian's Aphthartism, 
but was further bound up with the political machinations connected to the 
uncertain, and no doubt imminent, imperial succession. Moreover, it has, 
because of the crucial role of Aetherius and Addaeus, to be located within 
the senatorial opposition to Justinian, an opposition that remained strong 
throughout his reign and wished to replace him with an emperor who would 
take their interests more into account.*® 


JUSTINIAN'S LAST YEARS AND THE EXECUTION OF THE PLOT 


If we examine the available information about Justinian's style of gov- 
ernment towards the end of his life, we find additional hints that Eutychius’ 
downfall was caused by a conspiracy of figures striving to influence the 
succession. The common tendency in existing scholarship about the conflict 
between Eutychius and the emperor is to depict Justinian as actively engaged 
in politics until his death. According to this view, it was he who, having 
encountered Eutychius' resistance, decided to depose him and, in VAN DEN 
VEN's analysis of the events, to invent pretexts to justify this step.” 

However, this image of Justinian's independence — albeit, as usually was 
the case, in a certain degree influenced by circles at court — comes up against 
evidence for the late period of his reign, where he is presented as far more 
passive and less assertive. In this regard, the main sources for his last years 
are the chronicles of Malalas and, dependent on him, Theophanes. It is telling 
that the chronicles point to a rise in city riots; at several instances, uprisings 
are reported, with the emperor hardly interfering and not being able to resolve 
the problems decisively.* Especially in 565, there was hard fighting in Con- 
stantinople, when members of the green faction killed soldiers and openly 


38 For a brief overview of the — mainly administrative and fiscal — elements of Justinian's 
policy which were directed against senatorial interests and the resistance he encountered from 
influential senatorial groups and families from the very beginning of his reign, see P. SARRIS, 
Empires of Faith, Oxford, 2011, pp. 147-153. 

32 VAN DEN VEN, 1965, p. 343; Korsky, 2013, pp. 282f. See also the titles listed above in 
n. 5. 

40 Malalas, 18,138f/146f/150f; Theophanes, a.m. 6054f. 
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challenged the authority of the state; according to Malalas, the situation was 
only won back under control when the new city prefect Julian took very 
severe measures against the rioters over a period of ten months.*! Malalas 
attributes the merit of having restored peace to Julian alone and does not 
mention Justinian at all; even though he was directly challenged in the cap- 
ital of his empire, he apparently remained entirely passive, leaving Julian at 
liberty to treat the insurgents as he wished. The sources do not allow us to 
draw any connection between this uprising and the deposition of the patriarch 
or the unsettled succession, which might both have caused some turmoil in 
the city. However, it is noticeable that the factional strife ceased after Justin 
had become emperor; he seems to have successfully conveyed the message 
that with him, a new rule had begun and that he would neither accept such 
insurgencies anymore nor favour a certain faction.? Hence, the increase in 
unrest witnessed for Justinian's last years might indicate that the imperial 
rule had partly lost its force, and that the aged emperor did not react as 
harshly as he had done after, for example, the Nika revolt in 532. 

A similar impression of imperial inaction and lack of strength is evident 
in Justinian's reaction on the conspiracy of Marcellus in 562. Even though 
it was, according to Malalas, clear that the true masterminds had not been 
caught, there were no steps taken to uncover the crime directed against the 
life of the emperor. Justinian seems to have contented himself with the 
punishment of the men who were supposed to execute the attack and was 
induced by court officials to accept the version that Belisarius was involved 
and consequently exiled him, even though his return a few months thereafter 
indicates that he was soon found to be not guilty.” 


^! Malalas, 18,151: [...] ἐχρήσατο τοῖς δημόταις, ἐξαιρέτως τοῖς τοῦ πρασίνου μέρους, 
πικρῶς ἐπὶ μῆνας Y καὶ προσκαίων καὶ κοντεύων καὶ ἀποτέμνων καὶ παρὰ μέλη ποιῶν 
αὐτούς, [...] καὶ ἔμεινεν ἐναρμοσάμενος αὐτοῖς, ὡς ἐχρῆν. καὶ οὕτως διὰ τοῦ Ἰουλιανοῦ 
ἐπάρχου τῆς πόλεως ἔλαβεν ἢ πόλις κατάστασιν, καὶ πάντες ἐλευθερίως καὶ ἀφόβως 
προήρχοντο καὶ ἐθεραπεύοντο. 

*He [Justin] treated the faction members, especially the Greens, harshly over a period of ten 
months, burning, impaling, castrating and dismembering them [...]. He continued to keep them 
in order, as was necessary. So it was through the city prefect Julian that the city was restored to 
its former state, and everyone went about freely and without fear and were reconciled.” 

See also Victor of Tunna, 39' year of Justinian (p. 205), edited by T. MOMMSEN, Chronica 
minora saec. IV. V. VI. VII., Vol. IL, Berlin, 1894, and the discussion of MEIER, 2003, pp. 259f. 

2 See Theophanes, a.m. 6061, n. 1. Justin II took the interests of the senate more into 
account than his predecessor, cf. SARRIS, 2011, pp. 177f; the relative quietness in Constan- 
tinople at the start of his reign can accordingly also be connected to a decrease of senatorial 
agitation against the emperor. However, as the final conspiracy and execution of Aetherius 
and Addaeus in 566 show, this period did not last long. 

55 See MEIER, 2003, pp. 291f, for the decreasing activity of Justinian and its consequences. 

^ Malalas, 18,141/147; Theophanes, a.m. 6055; see especially the discussion in MEIER, 
2003, pp. 269-273, for the lack of imperial action. 
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Considering these events, overlooked by scholars dealing solely with the 
religious side of the conflict, it is difficult to credit Justinian with the active 
role hitherto assigned to him in Eutychius' downfall. Even though VAN DEN 
VEN mentioned the decisive role of a power struggle at court and the prob- 
ability of influence being exerted on Justinian, he did not regard any of the 
above evidence for Justinian's relative inactivity but, overall, still saw him 
as an independent player and assumed that he was the inventor of the 
charges against Eutychius.* If we leave, however, room open for the pos- 
sibility that Justinian was no longer the resourceful emperor he had been, 
this also changes our understanding of the consequences of his move towards 
Aphthartism. Whilst there is no reason to doubt that Justinian had sincere 
feelings for the aphthartic doctrine and that, by adopting it, he might have 
perceived a possibility to win back parts of the Miaphysites, we have seen 
that there was a circle of powerful men from senate and church aiming at 
installing a patriarch loyal to Justin in order to foster his imperial succession. 
They seized the opportunity which Eutychius’ resistance to the aphtharto- 
docetic edict offered them and plotted against the patriarch, suggesting his 
replacement.% The Life states that they stormed the patriarchal palace and 
forced some of his servants to inform against him, in order to find additional 
pretexts for his deposition - his resistance against Aphthartism alone does 
not seem to have been sufficient for this." Subsequently, they had him 
arrested and, within a few days only, John, Justin's ally, was installed as 
new patriarch.** More information about this quick succession is transmitted 
in the seventh-century chronicle of the Egyptian John of Nikiu; according 
to this source, John was appointed patriarch after he had promised Justinian 
that he would support Aphthartism. If this account is true, it indicates that 


^5 VAN DEN VEN, 1965, pp. 326f/343/347. Cf. CAMERON, 1988, pp. 234f, who also pointed 
at the importance of power struggle in these events. 

46 Life of Eutychius, 1. 1038-1047. 

47 Life of Eutychius, 1. 1047-1055: Συνάξεως γὰρ οὔσης τοῦ ἁγίου Τιμοθέου ἐν τοῖς 
Ὁρμίσδα ἐν τῷ νέῳ παλατίῳ, καὶ ποιοῦντος τοῦ ὁσίου Εὐτυχίου τὴν θείαν λειτουργίαν, 
ἐπέβησαν εἰς τὸ εὐαγὲς ἐπισκοπεῖον [...] συλλαμβάνοντες καὶ σύροντες τοὺς τῆς ὑπηρε- 
σίας τοῦ ἁγίου ἀνδρός, ὀφείλοντας αὐτοῦ καταμαρτυρῆσαι, ἵνα δείξωσι µετ᾽εὐλόγου 
δῆθεν προφάσεως αὐτὸν τῆς ἐπισκοπῆς ἐξεοῦν. 

“At the time of the service of Saint Timotheus [22 January] in Hormisdas, in the new 
palace, when the holy Eutychios was celebrating the divine liturgy, they invaded the holy 
patriarchal palace [...], seizing and apprehending the servants of the holy man, who then had 
to give evidence against him, so that they would be able to show that they were deposing him 
from his see on a justifiable pretext.” 

55 Life of Eutychius, 11. 1081-1083: Καὶ μηδέπω ζητήσαντες τὰ περὶ αὐτοῦ, εἴτε ἄξιός 
ἐστιν ἔξω τοῦ θρόνου γενέσθαι εἴτε καὶ μή, ποιήσαντες ἄτακτον χειροτονίαν [...]. 

* Without having enquired into his case, whether or not he deserved to be deposed, they 
held an irregular election.” 
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the plotters were indeed taking advantage of the doctrinal conflict to elevate 
their candidate to the patriarchal see. John, however, seems not to have kept 
his word; John of Nikiu claims that he had deceived the emperor about his 
true doctrinal position and nevertheless refused to promote Aphthartism, 
without this having had any further consequences, since Justinian was reluc- 
tant to depose the patriarch he had just appointed.” 

It can indeed be excluded that a doctrinal change leading to more unrest 
in Constantinople had ever been a goal of the conspirators. They wanted to 
install a patriarch who was a valuable supporter of their cause; if, however, 
John had really accepted Aphthartism, this would only have weakened Jus- 
tin's position among the majority of non-aphthartic Chalcedonians in the 
city, since we can assume that their connection was commonly known.?? 
Therefore, the council, which gathered around Anastasius at some point 
before Justinian's death in November 565 to discuss the doctrine, and its 
negative verdict were certainly welcome to John, since it put him in a strong 
position to refuse to accept the edict.?! It is unclear whether Justinian aban- 
doned his aphthartic beliefs after the council or not; Evagrius and Michael 
the Syrian do not state the same in this regard.?? In either case, since there 
are no other retributions known against the numerous clerics who did not 
implement the edict, John successfully delayed any further measures until 
Justinian's death put a definite end to the whole affair and Justin, acting 
immediately after the decease of his predecessor and benefitting from the 
absence of his rival to the imperial throne, managed to install himself as the 
new emperor.?? 


® John of Nikiu, 94,11ff. 

50 See above p. 441f. 

5! The sources — Evagrius, 4,39f, and Michael the Syrian, 9,34 (p. 273) — give contradicting 
information about who ordered the bishops to assemble, with the former suggesting Anastasius 
and the latter mentioning an imperial order. Irrespective of who it was, John had a strong 
interest to convince Justinian that the matter should be discussed at this council; although 
some church leaders were doubting whether or not to accept the edict, its negative verdict 
hardly was a surprise. See Evagrius, 4,40, mentioning that a few clerics obeyed the imperial 
wish and accepted the edict; WEISS, 1965, pp. 16f. Cf. VAN DEN VEN, 1965, pp. 342f, for John 
retarding the implementation of the edict. 

32 According to Evagrius, 4,40f, he remained in this heresy until his death and planned to 
depose Anastasius, whom he could thus depict as prepared to take even exile upon himself in 
the defence of his faith; Michael the Syrian, 9,34 (p. 281), registers that it was unknown 
whether the emperor had changed his mind after the council or not. 

53 Justin’s main rival to the throne was a successful general with the same name, cf. PLRE, 
Vol. IIIa, pp. 750ff (Iustinus 4). As this namesake was with his troops on the Danube when 
Justinian died, he was not able to effectively claim the imperial throne. He was killed in 566, 
probably on the orders of the new emperor. A source directly dealing with Justinian's death, 
the imperial succession of Justin, and his installation as emperor is Corippus, In laud Lust.; 
cf. the commentary provided in the edition of CAMERON (see note 32). 


446 SILVIO ROGGO 


CONCLUSIONS 


All the studies hitherto written on the aphthartodocetic edict have seen 
the events around the deposition of Eutychius primarily as a conflict between 
Justinian and a church leader resisting his latest doctrinal idea. However, 
this approach solely focusses on religious policy and does not take the com- 
plex power struggle in the highest imperial circles around the aged Justinian 
into account. It is misleading, as has been shown in this article, to assume 
only Justinian and Eutychius as the main actors; for the last years of Justin- 
ian, there is ample proof of competing and plotting factions engaged in an 
ongoing struggle for influence at court around an increasingly inactive 
emperor. This competition for power was connected to Justinian's unsettled 
succession, which rendered the usual in-fighting more intense. Eutychius 
was perceived as an opponent by a circle around the future emperor Justin 
and became the victim of a carefully staged plot. The conspirators took 
advantage of the doctrinal discord between emperor and patriarch and came 
up with fictitious charges and feigned support for the aphthartodocetic edict 
in order to achieve Eutychius' removal and his replacement with Justin's 
ally John Scholasticus. 
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SUMMARY 


Die Absetzung des Patriarchen Eutychios von Konstantinopel durch Justinian im 
Jahre 565 ist bisher in erster Linie als theologischer Konflikt zwischen Kaiser und 
Patriarch über ein von ersterem veröffentlichtes Dekret mit einer überraschenden 
Hinwendung zu aphthartodoketischen Lehren gedeutet worden. Dieser Artikel zeigt 
demgegenüber jedoch auf, dass sich die Vorgänge nicht lediglich als religionspoli- 
tische Maßnahmen erklären lassen, sondern sie vielmehr im breiteren Kontext von 
Machtkämpfen am Hofe des alternden und zunehmend inaktiven Justinian zu ver- 
stehen sind. Die Nachfolgefrage war nicht geregelt; aus diesem Grunde ergriff eine 
Clique machthungriger Angehöriger der Elite, darunter der spätere Kaiser Justin II., 
die Gelegenheit, Eutychios durch den ihren eigenen Ambitionen wohlgesinnten 
Johannes Scholastikus zu ersetzen. Sie benutzten den Widerstand des Patriarchen 
gegen Justinians Dekret, um gegen ihn zu intrigieren und seine Absetzung zu verlan- 
gen, ohne danach aber weiterhin für diese religiósen Neuerungen einzutreten, 
wodurch deutlich wird, dass sie diese bloß als Vorwand benutzten, um Eutychios 
aus seiner für die allgemeine Anerkennung Justins als imperialer Nachfolger zentralen 
Stellung entfernen zu können. 


TOWARDS THE SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC SITUATION 
IN GEORGIA IN THE 11TH CENTURY 
(PRICES ACCORDING TO NIKORCMIDELI'S DACERILI) 


St. Nicholas cathedral in Nikorcminda, situated in the mountainous region 
Raéa in Western Georgia, was built in 1010-14 during the reign of King 
Bagrat IIL! Nikorcminda is considered to be one of the most significant 
examples of Georgian architecture for the abundance and diversity of reliefs 
and ornaments. Until 1534 there was an active monastery before it became 
the seat of a bishop.? Nikorcmideli's dacerili (Records of the Hegoumen of 
Nikorcmida) compiled by an unknown hegoumen (abbot) of Nikorcminda 
Monastery presents an exceptional rarity among other Georgian documents 
of the High Middle Ages by which it is feasible to discuss the prices employed 
in the period. The document dates back to the second half of the 11th century 
and presents a summing up of the work done by the Head of the Monastery. 
More specifically, this document is an account including almost 80 acts of 
purchases, donations, details of building work and other deals, which present 
rich data facilitating the exploration of the social and economic history of 
the period as well as 42 acts presenting us with the opportunity to discuss the 
prices in 11th century Georgia. 

The document itself has not survived. It was first kept in Nikorcminda cathe- 
dral, and later, at the beginning of the 20th century was moved to Kutaisi where 
it was destroyed in a fire. T'edo Zordania saw the document and copied it at 
the end of the 19th century. Sargis Kakabaze copied it twice: once when the 
document was still in the cathedral and later, in the teens of the 20th century, 
when it was already in Kutaisi.? All the editions of the document are based on 
these copies. Nikorcmideli's dacerili was first published by Zordania in 1897* 


I would like to thank the anonymous readers for their constructive comments and helpful 
suggestions on draft of this paper. 

ΓΟ. BOCORIZE, Racis istoriuli zeglebi [Historical Monuments of Rača], in Moambe of the 
Museum of Georgia, VII (1933), p. 195; N. ALADASVILI, Nikorcmindis reliep‘ebi [Nikorcminda 
Reliefs], Tbilisi, 1957, p. 6. 

? M. BERZNISVILI, Met'ert*mete saukunis k‘art‘uli saistorio cqaroebi sak‘art‘velos soc'ialur- 
ekonomikuri istoriis Sesaxeb [Georgian Historical Monuments of 11th Century About the 
Social and Economic History of Georgia], Tbilisi, 1979, pp. 21-22. 

3 BERZNISVILI, Met‘ert‘mete saukunis k‘art‘uli saistorio cqaroebi, p. 18. 

^ K'ronikebi da sxva masala sak'art'velos istoriisa da mcerlobisa [The Chronicles and 
Other Materials about Georgian History and Writings], collected, chronologically arranged 
and explained by T. ZORDANIA, II, Tbilisi, 1897, pp. 43-49. 
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and later by M. Berznisvili? and I. Dolize.^ Finally, the document was pre- 
pared to be published in the corpus of Georgian Historical Documents by 
M. Berzni$vili.” The document was already damaged when it was found 
with the front and final parts missing.® On the first pages of the document 
donations made to the monastery were recorded followed by a list of obtained 
lands and peasants as well as the list of agricultural and residential buildings 
being built. The overall list is arranged according to the geographical prin- 
ciple and finishes by listing and summing up of the different activities 
organised by the hegoumen of the monastery.? The last two activities of the 
hegoumen must have been added to the document later with the same hand- 
writing but in different ink.!? 

Based on paleographic features, Zordania dated Nikorcmideli's dacerili to 
the 11 century.!! This opinion was shared by Ivane Javaxißvili.'? M. Berznisvili 
determined the date of writing the Records as 1071—80. She established 
Terminus ante quem non of the document relying on the preposition that 
the dukat belonged to Michael VII Doukas (1071-78). It is obvious that 
in such a case the document could not have been written before the issue 
of the dukat (1071).? Terminus post quem non of the document was deter- 
mined by Berznisvili on the basis of several factors: the document does 
not mention the nomisma (botinati) issued by Nikephoros III Botaneiates 
(1078—81). Neither can we find the trace of the disastrous invasion of the 
Seljuks in 1080.'* Although the definition of terminus post quem non 
of the document seems correct, it is hard to agree with the earliest sug- 
gested time of the creation of the document.!> Although it is not possible to 


5 M. BERZNISVILL, Nikorcmidis dacerili [Records from Nikorcmida], in Materials for the 
History of Georgia and the Caucasus, 34 (1962), pp. 25-42. 

6 K'art'uli samart‘lis zeglebi [Monuments of Georgian Law], ed. I. DOLIZE, vol. 3, Tbilisi, 
1970, pp. 27-34. 

7 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa [Records by Hegoumen of Saint Nicholas], in 
Georgian Historical Documents, 9th-13th Centuries, eds. T*. ENUK'IZE — V. SILOGAVA — 
N. SosiA&viLi, Tbilisi, 1984, pp. 39-44. 

8 K'ronikebi da sxva masala sak‘art‘velos istoriisa da mcerlobisa, p. 43. 

? BERZNISVILI, Met'ert'mete saukunis k'art'uli saistorio cqaroebi, pp. 14-17. 

10 K'ronikebi da sxva masala sak'art'velos istoriisa da mcerlobisa, p. 49. 

!! Ibidem, p. 43. 

12 I, JAVAXISVILI, Sak'art'velos ekonomiuri istoriis cqaroebi [Sources of the Economic 
History of Georgia], in Works, IV, Tbilisi, 1996, p. 121. 

13 BERZNISVILI, Nikorcmidis dacerili, p. 26; IDEM, Met'ert'mete saukunis k'art'uli saistorio 
cqaroebi, pp. 27-30. 

14 BERZNISVILI, Nikorcmidis dacerili, p. 26; IDEM, Met'ert'mete saukunis k'art'uli saistorio 
cqaroebi, p. 31. 

15 M. Berzni$vili mistakenly believed that the dukat belonged to Michael VII Doukas. 
She made an attempt to establish the non-existent term “dukat-kostantinati” as an analogue to 
the “dukat-michailati.” She supposed that there must have existed simple terms in parallel — 
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determine the precise date of creation of the document, it must have been 
written in the second half of the 11th century. A donation made by Ioane 
(Ivane) son of Liparit, son of the famous Liparit IV who fled to Byzantium 
after his father was banished from Georgia, also agrees with this opinion. 
After returning to Georgia in 1059, Ivane, son of Liparit, was taken cap- 
tive by the Seljuks in 1074 or 1076 and his name has not been mentioned 
since then.!° 

Records of the Hegoumen of Nikorcmida were studied in detail by Mamisa 
Berznisvili,'” whose major arguments such as dating of the document, its 
social status, etc, notwithstanding certain amendments and corrections, !? are 
still valid today. As a further study of the document revealed, it is feasible 
to state certain regularities and thus to calculate the prices and land meas- 
urement units, based on the above-mentioned document. In addition, prices 
of the armament of the warrior of the period were also clarified, which plays 
a great role in the process of restoration of the social picture of 11th century 
Georgia and which will be discussed below. 


The acts 


Before embarking on an analysis of the document itself, it is important 
to present the list of acts relevant to our study, define a number of terms 
and units and formulate the contents of the deal. To make the process of 
the study simple and avoid frequent repetitions, the acts are numbered. 
The succession of the acts is observed. A brief summary determining the 
essence of the deal is given in the notes. 


michailati and kostantinati as well as dukati. As the document mentions both kostantinati 
and dukati, she supposed that the former was issued by Constantine X whereas the latter 
one by Michael VII Doukas. BERZNISVILI, Met'ert'mete saukunis k'art'uli saistorio cqaroebi, 
p. 30. 

16 BERZNISVILI, Met‘ert‘mete saukunis k‘art‘uli saistorio cqaroebi, pp. 33-35; N. SENGELIA, 
Seléukebi da sak'art'velo XI saukunesi [Seljuks and Georgia in the 11th century], Tbilisi, 1968, 
p. 306. 

17 BERZNISVILI, Nikorcmidis dacerili, pp. 25-42; IDEM, Met'ert'mete saukunis k'art'uli sais- 
torio cqaroebi sak'art'velos soc'ialur-ekonomikuri istoriis Sesaxeb, pp. 1-124. 

18 See the remarks by I. Ant'elava regarding the identification of historical persons, topo- 
nyms and use of certain terms. I. ANT'ELAVA, Nikorcmindis “dacerilis” dat'arigebisat'vis 
[Towards the Dating of Nikorcmideli's Records], in Mac'ne, Series of History, Archaeology, 
Ethnology and Art History, | (1980), pp. 192-197; IDEM, Nikorcmindelis “dacerilis” dat'arigebis 
zogiert‘i sakit'xi [Several issues Regarding the Dating of Nikorcmideli's Records], in Mac'ne, 
Series of History, Archaeology, Ethnology and Art History, 4 (1981), pp. 144-157; see the 
article written in response: M. BERZNISVILI, Nikorcmindelis “dacerilis” dat'arigebis Sesaxeb, 
[About the Dating of Nikorcmindeli’s Records], in Mac'ne, Series of History, Archaeology, 
Ethnology and Art History, 4 (1980), pp. 152-163. 
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1. ... donated... kubasti'® one ... by Susana ... made of silver one ... one. 

2. Ioane son of Liparit donated Greek brocade with a lion pattern and 
hung it up.” 

3. Zazi, Kaxaber’s” wife, donated one Baghdadian ap‘i” and we had one 
shirt and two cushions made from it.” 

4. Nus donated one piece of Greek kubasti and we had a shirt made 
of it, and peasant... and the agape on his behalf to be organised on Whit 
Monday.” 

5. Corbel donated two peasants in Znakua? and lands and agape will be 
organised for him on the day of Elevation of the Cross.” 

6. Varaz-vace?* donated two peasants in Put'i'? on behalf of his son and 
agape will be organised on the first Sunday after Easter.” 

7. The son of the Cirk'ualeli donated 7 peasants and also brought one 
mule, one zoloy?! and one sword. And for this agape will be organised on the 
day of Transfiguration and one priest saying mass will be on duty at their 
graves.? 


And what peasants and lands I bought and what for them gave from 


church as treasure and cattle 


19 
20 


Kubasti — thin textile. BERZNISVILI, Nikorcmidis dacerili, p. 41. 
Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamigvrisa, p. 39. 

?! Ibidem. 

2 Kaxaberi must be a representative of the Kaxaberiszes, eristavis of Rača. BERZNISVILI, 
Nikorcmidis dacerili, p. 29. M. Berzni&vili even considered Nikorcminda monastery as a 
family property of the Bagvaëis and their relatives the Kaxaberiszes. BERZNISVILI, Nikorcmidis 
dacerili, pp. 28-29; IDEM, Met'ert'mete saukunis k'art'uli saistorio cqaroebi, pp. 38-40. 
I. Ant'elava did not agree with this opinion pointing out that Nikorcminda had always been a 
royal monastery. ANT'ELAVA, Nikorcmindelis “dacerilis” dat'arigebis zogiert'i sakit‘xi, pp. 145- 
146. 

3 Ap'i is a kind of cloth. BERZNISVILI, Met‘ert‘mete saukunis k‘art‘uli saistorio cqaroebi, 
p. 108. 

3 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 39. 

?5 Ibidem. 

26 Village in Rača, West Georgia. 

21 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 39. 

28 M. Berzni&vili believed that Varaz-vale mentioned in the document was Varazvaëe the 
Iberian, protospatharios and strategos of Edessa. BERZNISVILI, Met'ert'mete saukunis k‘art‘uli 
saistorio cqaroebi, pp. 36-37. However, as noticed by I. Ant'elava, this opinion was not 
substantiated by any other evidence rather than the coincidence of the names. ANT'ELAVA, 
Nikorcmindelis "dacerilis" dat'arigebis zogiert‘i sakit'xi, p. 145. 

? Village in Imeret‘i, West Georgia. 

30 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 39. 

31 Zuloy (zolo) — a small carpet. SULXAN-SABA ORBELIANI, Lek'sikoni k'art'uli [Georgian 
Dictionary], ed. Ilia Abulaze, II, Tbilisi, 1993, p. 356. 

32 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 39. 
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8. I bought one peasant in Metexara? from the Son of Deboriani and in 
return gave him one new Zuloy and one used one, two Armenian tabastai**, 
one mail armour and one good ox, one good sast'auli xirait‘a,” and one 
k'ap'P for mail armour, and men witnessed this?’ 

9. From the same Son of Deboriani I bought one partaxti?? and gave him 
one horse, and one Gudamaqrian?? ¿“abalaxi, and men witnessed this.* 

10. And in the same place, in Metexara, I bought one vineyard from the Son 
of Kasali and gave in return an ox and two ploughs, and men witnessed this.? 

11. I bought a quarter of the vineyard from a peasant of the Son of Jinéaray, 
which he had close to us and I made it our property and gave one cow and 


the xmeladi* corresponding to 40 dramas, and men witnessed this.^* 


12. In the same place, in Metexara, I bought a vineyard from Jinjinoze, 
which was close to our peasant and I gave him one cow, and xmeladi worth 
75 dramas, and men witnessed this. 

13. And in the same place, in Metexara, I built a stone building for the 
winepress and put one stone wine press and one wooden winepress inside it.^* 

14. I made a stone building for the winepress in Znakua and put there 
two winepresses and one wooden winepress, I made a stone cowshed and 
above it — a wooden barn, a stone sheepfold and above it — second storey, 
and inside marani” set 3 €uris% in the ground.” 


33 Today Ambrolauri, city in Raga. 

34 Tabasta — a mattress. BERZNISVILI, Met‘ert‘mete saukunis k'art'uli saistorio cqaroebi, 
p. 110. 

35 Sast'auli xirait‘a — a thin tapastry cushion. BERZNISVILI, Met‘ert‘mete saukunis k‘art‘uli 
saistorio cqaroebi, p. 95. As a variant Zordania has sast'uli. K'ronikebi da sxva masala 
sak'art'velos istoriisa da mcerlobisa, p. 45. 

36 K'ap'i is a part of the panoply and means a piece of metal armour protecting the shoulder. 

37 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 40. According to this deal, a peasant was 
exchanged for two carpets (out of which the second one was of a lower quality), two mat- 
tresses, one mail armour, one ox, one cushion and one shoulder protector. 

38 An abandoned piece of land. 

32 A historical area in the northern part of eastern Georgia. 

4 C‘abalaxi — metal helmet. 

^! Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 40. In this act a piece of abandoned land cost 
a horse and a helmet. 

2 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 40. A vineyard costs one ox and two ploughs. 

# The meaning of xmeladi is uncertain, etymologically it derives from xmela (hard, dry) 
and can mean dry bread; Zordania proposed “small things” as the meaning of xmeladi. 
K'ronikebi da sxva masala sak'art'velos istoriisa da mcerlobisa, p. 45. 

# Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 40. A quarter of a vineyard costs one cow and 
40 dramas (or xmeladi corresponding to 40 dramas). 

55 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 40. A vineyard costs one cow and 75 dramas. 

46 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 40. 

47 Marani — a building for storing wine. 

48 Curi — large earthenware vessel for wine, same as k'vevri. 

3 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 40. 
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15. And at the same place, in Znakua, the erist'avt'-erist'avi? Mik'eP! 
bought from Corbeli and Vaxtang a land with forest and gave them 2 mail 
armours and donated the land to St. Nikolaoz.?? 

16. And at the same place in Znakua I bought near Agara from the Son 
of Abulat‘ay one vineyard and one qanay [field]? and gave one good horse 
for it, and men witnessed this. 

17. And at the same place, in Znakua I bought one qanay from the peasant 
of Vaxtang and gave him 3 grivs” of wheat. And men witnessed this.>° 

18. At the same place, in Znakua I bought one qanay from the Son of Kepoy 
and gave in return an ox, ἃ litres?! of iron and two shoes. And men witnessed 
this.5® 

19. And at the same place, in Znakua, I gave a house to Vaxtang's peasant 
and we received one qanay from him. And men witnessed this.” 

20. Our peasant got his horse stolen in Znakua an we took two pieces of 
land in return. And men witnessed this.9 

21. And yonder in Znakua, we bought from Semoisze one qanay, near the 
Juarisa®! and paid in full for it. 

22. In Nikolaoscmida® I made a stone house and above it an oak second 
storey, a stone marani and inside it set 16 Curis in the ground.* 


50 A high-ranked official, in charge of a large territorial-administrative unit. 

5! M. Berzni$vili supposes that Mik‘el belonged to the family of the Kaxaberiszes. 
BERZNISVILI, Nikorcmidis dacerili, p. 29. 

32 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 40. A piece of land with forest on it cost two 
mail armours. 

5 Field (gana, qanay in Georgian) — here and everywhere in the article means a sown land. 

54 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 40. A vineyard and a field equals one good 
horse. 

55 Ancient eastern measurement unit (Pahlavi griv (grib), New Persian garib). In Georgia 
one griv was equal to 100 kilos of grain. G. JAPARIZE, Narkvevi k‘art‘uli metrologiis 
istoriidan [Studies from the History of Georgian Metrology], Tbilisi, 1973, pp. 83-84. See 
also A. T'ABUASVILI, Xorblis f'asi f'eodaluri epok'is sak'art'velosi [Prices of Wheat in Feudal 
Georgia (11th-18th Centuries)], in Proceedings of Institute of Georgian History, 13 (2018), 
pp. 176-180. 

36 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 40. A field costs three grivs (300 kg) of wheat. 

57 Tn the 11th century 1 litre equaled to 406.25 grams. JAPARIZE, Narkvevi k‘art‘uli metrologiis 
istoriidan, p. 51. 

58 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 40. In return for a field, an ox, eight litres of 
iron and two shoes are sufficient. 

32 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 40. A field is exchanged for a house. Unfor- 
tunately, it is not indicated what kind of house is meant. 

6% Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 40. Here the price of two pieces of land cor- 
responds to that of a horse. 

61 Village in Rača. 

62 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 40. 

63 Nikolaoscmida — a place name which means Saint Nicholas. 

64 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamz$vrisa, p. 40. 
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23. I made an oak house and a second storey with a sena?.96 


24. I made another house from c‘ilop‘i®’ and oak.® 

25. I made another oak kitchen house.” 

26. I made another house for priests from oak and fir trees.” 

27. I made a complete house in Bet‘abreli," with everything a house needs.” 

28. I made one gate, a stone cowshed and above it — a good second 
storey from oak. I also made three houses for ox-herders.” 

29. Lands which I bought in Saxadi:"^ from K‘velaysze I purchased a 
piece of land at Zaxleuli and gave in return an ox, a ploughshare, and men 
witnessed this.’ 

30. From Subavt'a I bought one qanay in Kad“aeti and also one in Xevxmeli 
and paid one ox, and one ploughshare, and men witnessed this." 

31. Mgila donated half of the qanay in Xevxmeli and I bought another 
half for price, men witnessed this.” 

32. Above Sxro, from Navark'ay I bought a qanay and gave a griv of wheat 
and a ploughshare, and men witnessed this."* 

33. We took a land as compensation from the sons of K'velaysze above 
Sxro close to Rusisze, and men witnessed this.” 

34. From the Son of C'iskaray I bought a qanay and a forest on the way 
to Sxro and gave in return a drahkan and 3 ploughshares.® 

35. Mgila wounded church men and we took his property in Velicruli as 
compensation, men witnessed this.*! 

36. A qanay in Sxro was donated on behalf of the soul of Xwdiliani, men 
witnessed this. 


95 Seng — pantry. 

66 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 40. 

87 C'ilop'i is a term denoting an unknown building material. 

68 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 41. 

*9 Ibidem. 

7 Ibidem. 

7! Location uncertain, might be near Nikorcminda. 

7 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 41. 

7 Ibidem. 

74 Saxadi — geographical area near the Nikorcminda uniting following populated areas 
mentioned in the document: Zaxleuli, Kac‘aeti, Xevxmeli, Sxro, Velicruli, K'umeloan, Somet'i 
and T'erneuli. BERZNISVILI, Met'ert'mete saukunis k'art'uli saistorio cqaroebi, pp. 42-43. 

15 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 41. A piece of land costs an ox and a plough- 
share. 

76 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 41. Two fields cost an ox and a ploughshare. 

17 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 41. 

78 Ibidem. Here a field costs one griv (100 kgs) of wheat and a ploughshare. 

” Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamz$vrisa, p. 41. 

80 Ibidem. A forest and a field together are equal to one gold coin and three ploughshares. 

81 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamz$vrisa, p. 41. 

82 Ibidem. 
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37. Xwdiliani donated a shared land, men witnessed this.” 

38. From Nec‘relt‘a I bought half of a qanay in Kac'aeti and paid a cow, 
2 kabic** of cottage cheese and 5 kabic of millet, men witnessed this.9 

39. The Klarjs donated a qanay they shared with us in Somet'i and men 
witnessed this.* 

40. I bought one qanay from the Son of Sgojay in K'umeloan and gave 
in return iron and wool of 30 dramas, men witnessed this. 

41. I bought a qanay in the beginning of T'erneuli from T‘avbrtgeli®® and 
gave in return 20 dramas, and men witnessed this.®° 

42. I bought a piece of land in Xotevi?? from Gaboš and gave him an 
ox, and in Zeda Agara” I built a house with sena and with two cowsheds 
under it, I built a common barn and another barn made of sawn timber 
above it.” 

43. I bought a piece of land from C 'aqrivi and paid in return 80 dramas, 
men witnessed this.” 

44. Ep'rem donated two qanays for the soul of Xoteveli. I united these 
and the purchased one and settled a peasant in Agara, who will pay dues.” 

45. I bought a qanay in Agara from the Son of Otaboy and gave him 
an ox and a cauldron, a cauldron chain and an ox skin, and men witnessed 
this.°° 

46. I bought a qanay in Agara from Korop'xissvili and gave him an ox 
in return, and men witnessed this." 

47. I bought a piece of land with an orchard on it from Latkay and gave 
him two oxen and 3 grivs of wheat, and men witnessed this.% 


83 Ibidem. 

84 Kabici — eastern measurement unit (Parthian kapic, New Persian qafiz, kafiz). In Geor- 
gia one kabici equaled 10 Kilos of grain. JAPARIZE, Narkvevi k'art'uli metrologiis istoriidan, 
pp. 92-93. 

55 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamz$vrisa, p. 41. Half of a field costs one cow, two kabic 
(20 kilos) of cottage cheese and five kabic (50 kilos) of millet. 

86 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 41. 

87 Ibidem. A field costs 30 dramas (or iron and wool of the same price). 

58 Flathead (nickname). 

89 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 41. In this case, a field costs 20 dramas. 

% Village in Raca. 

Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 41. Here a piece of land costs an ox. 
2 Village in Rača, near Xotevi. 

Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 41. 

Ibidem, p. 42. A piece of land here costs 80 dramas. 

?5 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 42. 

% Ibidem. A field is sold for an ox, a cauldron and a cauldron chain and an ox skin. 

97 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 42. A field costs an ox. 

δ Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 42. A piece of land with an orchard costs two 
oxen and three grivs (300 kilos) of wheat. 


THE SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC SITUATION IN GEORGIA IN ΤΗΕ 11TH CENTURY 455 


48. And I bought a qanay from over Samt'a Juart'a% from the Son of 
Ep‘rem and gave him a silk lapac‘a'™ with fox fur. The men witnessed this.'?! 

49. Also I bought a qanay from Limsay located nearby and gave him two 
cows, and men witnessed this.!9? 

50. And I bought a piece of land situated nearby from lalmag and gave 
him two drahkans kostantinati. Men witnessed this.'° 

51. I bought in Zirgeuli, ^ near the lordship’s qana, a qanay from Cartlisze 
and gave him two young moc'edi cows!'%. Men witnessed this.!% 

52. At the same place, in Zirgeuli, I gained a qanay to plant grain for one 
griv and men witnessed this.” 

53. At the same place, in Zirgeuli, I gained a qanay to plant six kabic 
of grain and men witnessed this. 

54. In Kac'aeti I took a qanay from the Sk'elas to pay for the horse and 
gave it to Xwkaysze.? 

55. In Veliseuli!'? from P'arsmaniszes I bought two pieces of a qanay 
and gave for it one mail armour and two drahkans kostantinati. And men 
witnessed this.""! 

56. I bought a vineyard in Xivsi!? from Gunap‘aysze and gave him an ox, 
a sheep, and a ploughshare, men witnessed this, and I gave it to the peasants.!? 

57. At the same place, in Xivsi, I bought from Zosk'leli a vineyard and gave 
him an ox, 3 ploughshares and Solti enough for one pair of k'alamani, ^ the 


°° Samt'a Juart'a — a place name which means Three Crosses, near Xotevi. 

100 Lapac“a is a man’s luxurious cloak. I. JAVAXISVILI, Masalebi k'art'veli eris materialuri 
kulturis istoriisat'vis [Materials for the History of the Material Culture of the Georgian People], 
III-IV, Tbilisi, 1962, pp. 116-117. 

101 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 42. A field is equal to the man's luxurious 
attire item trimmed with fox fur. 

102 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 42. A field costs two cows. 

103 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 42. A field costs two Byzantine gold coins. 

104 Village in Καξα, present Zirageuli. 

105 Moc ‘et‘i (moc'edi) means a year-old (or up to a year old) cow. SULXAN-SABA ORBELIANI, 
Lek'sikoni k‘art‘uli, I, pp. 286-287. 

106 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 42. A field costs two cows. 

107 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 42. Here a field with the area sufficient for 
growing one griv (100kg) of grain on it is mentioned. 

108 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 42. Here the field with six kabic (60 kg) of 
grain to grow on it is mentioned. 

19 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 42. A horse is paid for by a field. 

110 Area near Nikorcminda. 

III Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 42. For two pieces of field a mail armour and 
two Byzantine gold coins are given. 

112 Village in Rača, present Ximši. 

!5 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 42. A vineyard costs one ox, one sheep and 
a ploughshare. 

114 Šolti here is a piece of leather sufficient for one pair of k‘alamanis (shoes). JAPARIZE, 
Narkvevi k'art'uli metrologiis istoriidan, p. 143. 
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men witnessed this and I gave it [the vineyard] to a peasant to pay corvée 
to Πιο.) 

58. I changed the place of a vineyard gained by me in Xivsi and for this 
added two oxen and eight ažuras!!® and I built a stone winepress house with 
two stone grape presses and a wooden winepress.!" 

59. And in Sk'meri!'* I bought from Sk‘wloy one peasant and lordship’s 
qanays and paid one mule, one horse, 3 drahkans kostantinati, two oxen, 
one cow. And men witnessed this.!? 

60. I bought a peasant in C'xilat'i? from Abulaxtari and gave him two 
male horses, one attire from Stavra'?!, two drahkans kostantinati and one 
halter? made from iron. 

61. Yonder, in C‘xilat‘i, I gained a piece of land and gave it to them to 
pay dues, and men witnessed this. ^ 

62. Conela put his house in C 'ixa 
of St. Nicholas and will also give the monastery 30 liters of salt annually. 

63. P'et'a donated one vineyard in Bajit'i,?" men witnessed this. 

64. In Okriba!” I bought one peasant from Ac'ec'eli in Bobot'i, 9 and 
paid for it one horse, one ox, three drahkans kostantinati, 14 litres of wax 
and one boslai?! and to make a document I paid 9 liters of wax, and men 
witnessed this.!52 


125 under the protection of the Monastery 


126 


!5 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 42. A vineyard costs one ox, three plough- 
shares and one piece of leather big enough for shoes. 

116 Silver coin, see below. 

117 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamigvrisa, p. 42. 

118 Village in Rača. 

119 Ibidem. One mule, one horse, three Byzantine gold coins, two oxen and one cow are 
paid for one peasant and an unknown number of fields. 

120 Village in Imeret'i. 

P! Stavra — Byzantine silk. JAVAXISVILI, Masalebi k'art'veli eris materialuri kulturis istori- 
isat'vis, pp. 172-175. 

122 Part of a horse's harness. 

123 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, pp. 42-43. For one peasant two horses, one 
attire made of silk, two Byzantine gold coins and one iron halter are paid. 

124 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 43. 

125 Village in Imeret‘i. 

126 Ibidem. 

77 Village in Imeret‘i. In original document first two letters were erased. K‘ronikebi da 
sxva masala sak'art'velos istoriisa da mcerlobisa, p. 48. 

128 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 43. 

122 Historical district of Imeret‘i, now Tqibuli municipality. In original document first few 
letters were ommited. K'ronikebi da sxva masala sak'art'velos istoriisa da mcerlobisa, p. 48. 

130 Village in Okriba district (Imeret‘i). 

131 The meaning of boslai is uncertain, however boseli means “cow-shed” and therefore, 
boslai might be a small cow-shed. 

132 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 43. Here one peasant cost one horse, one ox, 
three Byzantine gold coins, 14 liters of wax and one boslai (?). As well as this, in order to 
make a document, nine liters of wax were paid additionally. 
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65. I made a stone cowshed in Sacire!*? 


and above it — a second storey 

for the mamasaxlisi, 7 and an oak marani and set 10 curis there, and I built 
two upper storey barns made of sawn timber, another house made of c'ilop'i 
and above it — a sajuare,'*> another kitchen house and made a gate with a 
cowshed and an upper storey and made another stone cowshed.'?° 

66. In Sacire I bought a vineyard from a peasant belonging to the church 
of the Mother of God and gave one cow, and 40 a£uras for Π. 51 

67. There, in Sacire, I bought a qanay and gave a cow, a mail armour, 
a helmet 20 silver dramas, and men witnessed this." 

68. There, in Sacire, I gained a piece of land behind the old hall and 
gave it to the peasant to pay dues, and men witnessed this.'” 

69. And I made a stone cowshed in Muxura,' an upper storey and a 
barn made of sawn timber, and made two gates (upper and lower).!^ 

70. In Okriba, at Juarisa,' I bought a peasant from a daughter of Nasray, 
given to her by the son of Cirk'ualeli, her father-in-law, with the letter giving 
her the right to employ the latter forever. And gave her one horse, seven drah- 
kans dukati and 2 cows, and men witnessed this. 

71. Erist'av't-eris'tav Mik'el donated a synaxarion book. 

72. And I found one half-written iadgari!*? and I finished it, bound and 
plated it and paid 15 drahkans dukati for rewriting and binding it.!^* 

73. And I bought a paraklitikon book!“ and paid for it half of a horse.'*8 

74. We brought Georgian priests! and gave them salaries: the priests 
were given a 52 drahkani for Easter. 


133 Village in Imeret'i. 
134 Mamasaxlisi — an administrator of a lower rank. 
135 Sajuare — a store room for church property. 
136 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 43. 
ΒΤ Ibidem. One cow and 40 aZuras are paid for one vineyard. 
138 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamz$vrisa, p. 43. Here for a field, one cow, one mail armour, 
one helmet, 20 dramas (or helmet of the value of 20 dramas) are paid. 
139 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 43. 
Village in Imeret'i. 
Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 43. 
Village in Imeret'i, present Jvarisa. 
Ibidem. One peasant costs one horse, seven Byzantine gold coins and two cows. 
Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 43. 
? A collection of hymns. 
Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 43. Copying half of the Iadgar and binding 
it costs 15 Byzantine gold coins. 
The collection of church songs. 
Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 43. Parakliton costs half of the price of a 


Here means priests from Kartli. 
150 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 43. 
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75. The cow of Leit'i attacked a hive in Sac'xeori'?! and damaged it and 
for this I took a javt'a gaet‘i house!” in Saxadi and made him pay bondage. 

76. All the peasants donated during my period and those who I bought 
make up 30, all that I have written here, St. Nicholas possesses completely. 

It seems to me that I have been able to serve with dedication St. Nicholas 
and my Master, God and St. Nicholas are witnesses to this.!5* 

77. And later following the first written I bought two peasants in C'xilat'i!^ 
and paid 36 drahkans dukati.'5® 

78. There, in C'xilat'i, I bought a peasant from Ca[...]li and paid for it... 


Monetary units employed in the document 


In Nikorcmideli's dacerili the following monetary units are mentioned: 
drahkani, kostantinati, dukati, drama and azura. In order to find out the 
values established in 11th century Georgia it is necessary to identify their 
essence and purchasing power. 

It is well known that in Old Georgian drahkani was used as a general 
term to denote gold coins.'5® The same term was used to denote all gold 
coins of various origins introduced from abroad. In addition, in Georgia 
of the 11th-13th centuries the universal means of payment was considered 
to be a Byzantine gold coin. This situation seems only natural as Byzantine 
gold nomisma, together with the Muslim dinar, played the role of the World 
currency in the period. In the 11th century, after the flourish of the Byzan- 
tine Empire, nomisma was spread all over the territory of Transcaucasia.'!°? 
Spread and circulation of different qualities of nomismas in Byzantine Oikou- 
mene created nicknames of the coins which facilitated their precise identi- 
fication.'% For instance, one such nicknames is dukati which corresponds to 
the gold coin by Constantine X Doukas (1059-67) as well as kostantinati, 


Village in Imeret'i, present Sac‘xeuri. 

For a discussion of this term see below, section Javt‘a Gaet‘i. 

Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 44. 

154 Ibidem. 

Village in Imeret'i. 

Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 44. Two peasants cost 36 Byzantine gold 


157 Ibidem. 

I. JAVAXISVILI, K'art'uli sap'as-sazomt'mc'odneoba anu numizmatika-metrologia [Geor- 
gian Price and Measurement studies or numismatics and metrology], in Works, IX, Tbilisi, 1996, 
p. 554. 

159 G, JAPARIZE, Ok‘ros monetis terminologia XI-XIII saukuneebis sak‘art‘velosi [ Termi- 
nology of Gold Coins in Georgia of the 1 1th-13th centuries], in Mac ne, the Series of History, 
Archeology, Ethnography and Art History, 3 (1976), pp. 84-85, 88. 

160 JAPARIZE, Ok'ros monetis terminologia, p. 90. 


THE SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC SITUATION IN GEORGIA IN ΤΗΕ 11TH CENTURY 459 


the nomisma, issued by Constantine IX Monomachos (1042-55).161 It is 
worth noting that starting from the reign of Constantine IX until 1069, the 
quality of the nomisma gradually deteriorated and the content of silver rose 
at 0.4 per cent per year and the purity of the nomisma fell from 21.5 carats 
(90%) to 17 carats (70%).** According to Grierson, the quality of Constan- 
tine IX’s nomisma was equal to 17.5-23 carats (72-94.5%).!° Four different 
histamenon nomismas issued by the Emperor mainly contained 19-22 carat 
gold whereas nomismas of two classes issued by Constantine X contained 
17.5-19 carat (72.5-78 96).194 

As can be seen, the quality of Constantine X's nomisma was a little lower 
than his predecessor's. In spite of the fact that it was mandatory to use the 
coins in the Empire and theoretically they possessed identical power,'® the 
nicknames of the coins attest that they were still differentiated. From Records 
it is difficult to state how the local (Georgian) population assessed the dif- 
ference in Byzantine gold alloy. However, it can be argued that the equal 
use of the name of gold coin — drahkani in the document indicates that 
difference in fineness can have been of little significance and all gold coins 
were considered as more or less equal in power.! This research did not 
reveal the difference between the values of the coins and I consider that they 
had an equal power. 

According to Iv. Javaxisvili, the term drama was used in Georgian sources 
to denote silver coins as well as the unit for weight in medieval Georgia.!9? 
As a unit of weight, it corresponded to Arabic dirham (2.97 g). As for the 
coin, it did not always correspond to the real denomination of its weight.!65 


161 For identification of dukati and costantinati see R. P. BLAKE, Some Byzantine Account- 
ing Practices Illustrated from Georgian Sources, in Harvard Studies in Classical Philology, 
vol. 51, Cambridge, 1940, pp. 25-26; JAPARIZE, “Ok‘ros monetis terminologia", p. 91. 

162 C. MORRISSON, Money, Coins and the Economy, in The Byzantine World, ed. P. STEPHEN- 
SON, London, 2010, p. 37. 

163 Catalogue of the Byzantine Coins in the Dumbarton Oaks Collection and in the Whitte- 
more Collection, eds. A. E. BELLINGER — PH. GRIERSON, vol. 3, part 1, 2nd ed., Washington, 1993, 
p. 40, table 3, 733. 

19^ Ibidem, p. 40, table 3. 

165 [n this respect the Byzantine legislation followed the Roman norms and considered gold 
coins issued by different Emperors to be of a similar value which is stated in the novel 52 of 
Leo VI. C. MORRISSON, Byzantine Money: Its Production and Circulation, in The Economic 
History of Byzantium: From the Seventh through the Fifteenth Century, ed. A. E. LAIOU, 
Washington, 2002, pp. 918-919. 

166 The difference between the quality of gold coins is not observed in the 9th (or even 
11th) century charter issued by feudal lord P‘avneli to the Siomgvime monastery where the 
determining factor is only the weight of gold and not its alloy: [we] counted the villages and 
[he] weighed 30 liters of gold..." Dacerili p'avnelisa mgvimisadmi [Charter written by P'avneli 
for Mgvime], in Georgian Historical Documents, p. 18. 

167 JAVAXISVILL, K ‘art‘uli sap'as-sazomt'mc'odneoba, p. 556. 

168 JAPARIZE, Narkvevi k'art'uli metrologiis istoriidan, pp. 33-40. 
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In the period we are interested in, together with foreign coins, silver coins 
issued mainly by Bagrat IV (1027—72) must also have been in circulation. 
Nowadays there are 40 such coins known with the median ranging between 
1.56 and 2.22 grams.!® As can be seen, coins issued by one and the same 
Monarch differed in weight. Thus, the payment system was based on the 
weighing of the coins.!”” Naturally, it can be argued that the same method 
was employed in Nikorcmideli's Records. Thus, we can propose, based on 
the insignificant “rounding up” of the weight that drama corresponded to 
3 grams of silver. 

According to Iv. Javaxisvili, aZura is a Byzantine silver coin, which corre- 
sponds to the Greek ἀργυρός in a source translated into Georgian (Announce- 
ment and Story of the Building of the Holy cathedral of Sophia).'" In the 
8th-11th centuries the basic Byzantine silver coin was a miliaresion and 
nominally equaled 1/12th part of the nomisma. In the times of the Macedonian 
Dynasty (867-1056) miliaresion was heavier and weighed 3.03 grams.!”? 
By the end of the 10th century the value of one nomisma was equal to 
14 miliaresia.!”? The comparison of the Georgian translation with its Greek 
original revealed that in the Greek work ἀργυρός is mentioned only once 
(Chapter 9, page 84);!"* in the other place (Ch. 10, p. 86), the term aZura is 
employed while translating not ἀργυρός but miliaresion (μιλιαρήσια).7’ 
Obviously, a Georgian translator did not differentiate between miliaresion 
and aZura (ἀργυρός). The use of the term argyrion as a nickname for mili- 
aresion, was noticed by the specialists of Byzantine Studies. Without taking 
into account the Georgian source, they supposed that in Byzantium silver 


169 G, DUNDUA - I. JALAGANIA, K'art'uli numizmatikuri lek'sikoni [Georgian Numismatic 
Dictionary], Tbilisi, 2009, p. 160. 

170 Facts of payment by weight are clearly attested in P‘avneli document: “[we] counted 
the villages and [he] weighed 30 liters of gold, and 30 litres of silver." Dacerili p'avnelisa 
mgvimisadmi, p. 18. The established practice is also visible in the following inscription which 
was made to the document later: “Tetris do not need any counting, just weighing." Ibidem, 
p. 18. Weighing of silver as a method of payment is mentioned in the 11th century inscrip- 
tion found in Chvabiani Church of the Archangels: “63 aZuras, 7 drahkans, other silver 
coins making up 5 drahkans in weight, five rings — this was given to Giorgi, the priest, by 
the village." Svanet'is cerilobit‘i zeglebi (X—-XVIII ss): epigrap'ikuli zeglebi [Written Monu- 
ments of Svaneti (10th-18th cc): Epigraphic Monuments], ed. V. SILOGAVA, vol. 2, Tbilisi, 1988, 
pp. 371-372. 

U! JAVAXISVILL, K'art'uli sap‘as-sazomt‘mc‘odneoba, p. 558; Bizantiuri trak'tati sop'iis 
tazris asenebis Sesaxeb da misi Suasaukunoebrivi k'art'uli t'argmani [A Byzantine Treaty 
about building the Cathedral of Sophia and its Medieval Georgian translation], ed. O. BERIZE, 
Tbilisi, 1982, pp. 26-27. 

172 PH. GRIERSON, Miliaresion, in ODB, 2 (1991), p. 1373. 

173 MonnissoN, Byzantine Money: Its Production and Circulation, p. 930. 

U^ Scriptores originum Constantinopolitanarum, rec. Th. PREGER, fasc. I, Leipzig, 1901, 
p. 84. 

US Scriptores originum Constantinopolitanarum, p. 86. 


THE SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC SITUATION IN GEORGIA IN ΤΗΕ 11TH CENTURY 461 


miliaresion was also referred to as argyrion.! As can be seen, Georgian 
data unanimously confirm this identification. The question is: why did aZura 
have to be singled out in Georgian written or epigraphic monuments as 
different from other silver coins, called drama? It is not excluded that in 
Georgia aZura denoted only Byzantine silver coins (miliaresion) whereas 
drama indicated Arabic dirhams and locally issued Georgian silver coins. 
The fact that the term aZura is testified in Georgia only in the 11th century, 
strengthens this proposition. This must have been connected to the fact 
that the flow of silver coins from Byzantium into Georgia ceased as, at the 
end of the 11th century after the monetary reform performed by Alexios I 
Comnenos (1081-1118), silver miliaresion was taken out of the Byzantine 
monetary system and, due to this fact, pure silver coins no longer existed in 
the monetary system of the Comnenos.!7® 

Thus, both drama (2.97) and aZura (3.03) corresponded to the identical 
monetary unit regarding their weight and in the 11th century, their price can 
be considered as 1/14th of nomisma. 


Prices according to the “Records” 


According to the conclusion made by M. BerzniSvili, in the Records of 
the Hegoumen of Nikorcmida, “The mentioned objects to be sold, such as a 
field, a piece of land and a vineyard were considered as measurement units 
indicating a certain amount.” !? In the document a purchased or a donated 
field (as well as a vineyard) is indicated by an integer, which refers to 
the fact that under this term a certain amount of area is meant.!*? Clearly, 
the employment of a field (qanay) as a metric unit without any additional 
specification and further characterisation must mean that at that time it was 


176 Catalogue of the Byzantine Coins in the Dumbarton Oaks Collection and in the Whit- 
temore Collection, ed. PH. GRIERSON, vol. 5, part 1, Washington, 1999, p. 23; C. MORRISSON, 
Coinage and Money in Byzantine Typika, in DOP, 56 (2002), pp. 264-265. 

177 Aura is mentioned in the Records of the Hegoumen of Nikorcmida, in the Life of 
George the Hagiorite, in the translated source about the building of Hagia Sophia, as well as 
in the inscriptions found in Chvabiani Church of the Archangels and in Adishi Church of the 
Saviour. Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 43; Bizantiuri trak‘tati sop'iis tazris asen- 
ebis Sesaxeb, pp. 26-27; GIORGI MC'IRE, C 'xorebay giorgi mt'acmidelisay [The Life of George 
the Hagiorite], in Monuments of Old Georgian Hagiographical Literature, ed. I. ABULAZE, II, 
Tbilisi, 1967, p. 184; V. SILOGAVA, Zemo svanet‘is ϱγαρ Περί [Graffitis of Upper Svaneti], in 
Svanet‘i, 2 (1979), p. 119; Svanet'is cerilobit'i zeglebi, pp. 235, 371. All these belong to the 
11th century, see SILOGAVA, Zemo svanet‘is grap‘itebi, pp. 119-120, n. 28. 

178 M, F. HENDY, Coinage and Money in the Byzantine Empire 1081-1261, Washington, 
1969, p. 26; MORRISSON, Byzantine Money: Its Production and Circulation, pp. 932-933. 

179 BERZNISVILI, Met‘ert‘mete saukunis k‘art‘uli saistorio cqaroebi, p. 96. 

180 Ibidem, pp. 112-113. 
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a constant quantity, widely known to everybody. Further study of the docu- 
ment as well as the determination of certain regularities revealed that the 
scholar had not been mistaken. Moreover, it is feasible to state the prices and 
area of the plots of land. Obviously, it is not possible to receive unambiguous 
numbers in all the cases mentioned, as various circumstances affected the 
stating of prices and thus made the process less homogenous. Besides the 
different locations and fertility of the land, the selling price must have been 
affected by the “stubbornness” of the seller, the value of the piece of land 
for the monastery itself (for instance, the possibility of its easier integration 
into the existing system of farming) and by many other factors. 

A field (gana, qanay). In the Records of the Hegoumen of Nikorcmida, 
a field is mentioned in more than 20 acts of selling and buying property and 
its value and prices reveal variation. Nevertheless, in several instances we 
still find identical prices of the field which enable us to state the probable 
price. In two cases, the field bought from lalmag and P'arsmaniszes cost 
two kostantinati (acts 50 and 55) which means that an average price for a 
field was two gold coins. The price of a field in the case of paying for it in 
silver coins is close to this figure.'®! If we transfer 30 and 20 dramas into 
gold (1:14), we will get 2.14 and 1.42 respectively. In several cases the price 
of the field is much higher. This holds especially true for the field obtained 
in Sacire (act 67). However this can be referred to as an exception. 

Wheat (xuarbali). Various and numerous acts of selling grain fields ena- 
ble us to state other regularities and prices as well. For instance, we know 
that a field costs two gold coins and, at the same time, it can be exchanged 
into 300 kgs of wheat.!?? It turns out that the same amount of wheat also 
costs two gold coins, or 150 kgs of wheat cost one gold coin. However, 
these calculations would be valid only if we check the received figures and 
make sure that they are precise. The price of wheat played a tremendous role 
in pre-industrial societies. A Byzantine author Michael Attaleiates men- 
tioned that the grain price affects not only all the other prices but also the 
amount of wages requested by people.!*? In the rations of the people living 
in the medieval Near East the commonest basic product was bread. Lower 
layers of the society in the indicated area, as well as in Europe, spent half 
of their income on bread.'** Thus, naturally there are more data regarding 


181 Fields bought from the Son of Sgojay and Flathead (acts 40 and 41). 

182 The field bought from the peasant of Vaxtang, in Znakua (act 17). 

183 MICHAEL ATTALEIATES, The History, trans. A. KALDELLIS — D. KRALLIS, Cambridge, 
MA, 2012, pp. 370-371; A. E. Larou - C. MORRISSON, The Byzantine Economy, Cambridge, 
2007, p. 135. 

184 B, ASHTOR, The Diet of Salaried Classes in the Medieval Near East, in Journal of Asian 
History, 4 (1970), pp. 2-3, 17-19. 
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the prices of the wheat. In Constantinople of the 9th-11th centuries one 
modios (12.8 kg) of wheat, usually, cost 1/12 nomisma!* which meant that 
the price of 153.6 kgs (12.8 x 12) of wheat was equal to one Byzantine gold 
nomisma. In the second half of the 11th century, in Palestine, one kafiz 
(199.09 kg) of wheat cost 1.33-1.625 dinars!% which means that 150 kgs of 
wheat cost 1-1.22 dinars. E. Ashtor believes that in Baghdad in the 11th cen- 
tury a reasonable price for 100 kgs of wheat was 0.75 dinars, whereas in the 
12th century it was 0.68 dinars.!*" Thus, in the 11th century, in Baghdad 
150 kgs of wheat cost 1.125 dinars, whereas in the 12th century — 1.02 dinars. 
As can be seen, in Constantinople, Palestine and Baghdad, in the 11th- 
12th centuries, 150 kgs of wheat cost approximately one gold coin. This 
price precisely follows my calculations, according to which 150 kgs of 
wheat cost one gold coin in Georgia as well. Such coincidence cannot be 
accidental and indicates the preciseness of these calculations. After this, we 
can confidently continue stating prices according to the selected method. 

Mail armour (jacwi). Based on one act of Records we can confidently 
determine the price of mail armour. The hegoumen paid one mail armour 
and two gold coins for two pieces of field bought from the P'arsmaniszes 
from Veliseuli (act 55). It is easy to calculate that the price of one mail 
armour equals to the price of a piece of field or two coins. 

A cow, an ox. It is also easy to determine the prices of a cow and an ox. 
In two cases, for the field obtained from Limsay and Cartlisze, the monas- 
tery paid two cows (acts 49 and 51), for the field bought from Korop'xissvili 
— one ox (act 46). As the price of a field is two gold coins and the price of 
the cow — 1 gold coin, consequently the price of an ox is equal to two gold 
coins. Interestingly, the correlation between the prices of the cow and the 
ox was similar in the Kingdom of the Franks. According to Lex Ribuaria, 
in the Frankish Kingdom the price of one ox equaled that of two cows.!55 
In Georgia the correlation looks like this: A field is frequently exchanged 
for an ox or two cows, but never for one cow. The prices of the cattle seem 
realistic for the given period of time. For instance, in Syria in 1067 a buffalo 
cost 2-3 gold coins.!#? 

Ploughshare. According to the document, it is possible to state the price 
of the ploughshare. For the field bought from Navark'ay, the Monastery paid 
100 kg of wheat and one ploughshare (act 32). It is known to us that the 


185 C. MORRISSON — J.-CL. CHEYNET, Prices and Wages in the Byzantine World, in The 
Economic History of Byzantium, p. 830. 

156 E. ASHTOR, Histoire des prix et des salaires dans I’ Orient médiéval, Paris, 1969, p. 243. 

187 Ibidem, p. 102. 

188 Lex Ribuaria, in MGH, t. ΠΠ. p. II (1954), 40.11, p. 94. 

189 MORRISSON — CHEYNET, Prices and Wages in the Byzantine World, p. 839. 
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field cost two coins which, at the same time, is equal to 300 kg of wheat. 
Thus, the price of the ploughshare corresponded to 200 kg of wheat, which 
is equal to approximately 1.33 gold coins. This price seems more or less 
realistic. In 1352 on Crete, Nicholas Syrianos orders the Candian smiths 
100 ploughshares and pays one gold hyperpyra for each of them.'?? It is 
quite possible that the smiths could have made discounts due to the substan- 
tial order, or the price could have changed during the centuries. At any rate, 
the closeness of prices is interesting to note and enables us to suppose that 
an iron ploughshare cost 1-1.33 gold coins. 

Clothes made from brocade. The Records of the Hegoumen of Nikorcmida 
reflect the longing of feudal society towards luxury and rich attire. The Son 
of Ep'rem exchanges a field for a luxurious cloak trimmed with fox fur 
(act 48). It can be concluded that the price of such a cloak was two gold 
coins. 

A peasant. We can easily calculate the price of a peasant. The hegoumen 
paid 36 dukats for two peasants bought in C‘xilat‘i (act 77) or, in other 
words, the price of one peasant is 18 gold coins. Why is the peasant so 
expensive? While buying a peasant, the document also mentions the place 
where the peasant was bought. M. Berznisvili observes that this happens 
because the peasant was sold together with the plot and also, the peasant 
was donated together with the plot on which he worked, or in other words, 
where he lived.!”! 

In spite of the fact that the Records usually specify the number of the 
peasants bought as one, it is still obvious that the peasant was sold with his 
own household. This is directly indicated in the document when the monastery 
gives the piece of land to the peasant bought in C*xilat'i, from Abulaxtari 
and uses the plural (“I gained a piece of land and gave it to them to pay 
dues”).!” This means that the document mentions buying the peasant together 
with their family and consequently, the quantity indicated above refers to 
not one peasant only, but their family as well. 

Thus, in Georgia of the 11th century a peasant with a family and the plot 
of land cost 18 gold coins. 

Horse. According to the acts of the Records, it is possible to single out 
three categories of horses on the basis of the presumptive prices: A good 
horse or a horse suitable for use in war, back-up or spare horse and a 
packhorse. 


19? MORRISSON — CHEYNET, Prices and Wages in the Byzantine World, p. 845, n. 77. 
191 BERZNISVILI, Met'ert'mete saukunis k'art'uli saistorio cqaroebi, pp. 79-80. 
192 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamigvrisa, p. 43. 
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A good Horse. In Okriba, the monastery paid one horse, seven dukats 
and two cows for the peasant bought from the daughter of Nasray (act 70). 
Having already determined the prices of the peasant and the cow, it is 
easy to make up an equation, in which X is the price of the horse: 18 gold 
coins = X + 7 gold coins + 2 gold coins. It is obvious that X or the price of 
the horse equals to nine gold coins. 

As seen from other acts of the document, the price of the horse could have 
been eight gold coins.?? All in all, the price of a good horse or the horse 
which can be used in the combat can be calculated as 8-9 gold coins. 

A back-up horse. The price of the peasant bought in C*xilat'i, from Abu- 
laxtari is two male horses, one dress made from brocade, two kostantinats and 
one iron halter (act 60). We can calculate the price of the brocade dress as a 
brocade cloak or two gold coins, and the iron halter as one or two gold coins. 
It turns out that the price of one horse is six gold coins (18 — 2 — 2 — 1 or 
2: (13 or 12)/ 22 6. 5 or 6). The price of such a horse is a little lower than 
that of a better, *good horse" and is a replacement or back-up horse. 

A packhorse. In Kac'aeti, from Sk'elaet', the Monastery gets a field for 
a horse (act 54). Clearly they dealt with a cheap nag which could be used 
only in agricultural matters or for transportation. Such horse cost two gold 
coins.!"4 

A mule. In Sk‘meri, from Sk‘wloy, the monastery bought one peasant 
and fields of unspecified amount, and in return was paid one mule, one 
horse, three gold coins, two oxen and one cow (act 59). While calculating 
the price of a mule, in spite of the fact that all the other prices have already 
been determined, we will have to base ourselves on an assumption that the 
mule could not have cost as much as a good horse. This assumption makes 
the remaining part of the proposition easier. On the left side of the equation, 
the unspecified number of fields is equal to 2, otherwise the price of a mule 
would rise dramatically. By the same token, on the right-hand side of the 
equation a good horse is meant (as the packhorse, for the price of two gold 
coins, should not be employed as in this case, the price of the sold item [as 
minimum 22 gold coins] would be higher than the offered one). Finally, the 
equation will be constructed in the following way: 22 gold coins (peasant + 
2 fields) = X + 8 gold coins (a “Good horse") + 3 gold coins + 4 gold coins 
(2 oxen) + 1 gold coin (a cow). Therefore, 22 gold coins = X + 16 which 
means that the price of the mule equals to six gold coins. This price is 


193 As can be seen below, this price is confirmed by the act 16, where the combined value 


of the vineyard and field is the price of a good horse, and by the act 20, where the price of 
the horse is 2 pieces of land. 

194 The price of a horse equals to 2 gold coins in the act 9 as well, see below, the discus- 
sion about the price of the helmet. 
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not surprising due to the mule's regular high value.!” In the middle of the 
13th century in the Charter by Grigol Surameli “a very good, equipped 
mule" cost 400 tetris, whereas a regular horse cost 350 tetris.!°° 

Land (micay). According to Berznisvili, as the notion of the field sup- 
poses a cultivated area whereas the notion of /and indicates an unculti- 
vated area, “land seems cheaper than the field.”!” The scholar comes to 
this conclusion based on the selected comparison, made on the example of 
a piece of land purchased in Xotevi for the price of an ox and a piece of 
field purchased in Agara at a higher price. In reality, the piece of land should 
have been twice as expensive as a field, as testified in the act according to 
which the price of one ox and one ploughshare equals to one piece of land 
(a piece of land purchased in Saxadi from K‘velaysze, act 29) whereas in 
another case — to 2 fields (those obtained in Kac'aeti and Xevxmeli from 
Subavi, act 30). It can be suggested that the price of the land is twice as 
expensive and equal to four gold coins. This supposition is strengthened by 
the price of a piece of land with groves, which is equal to 2 mail armours 
(act 15), or four gold coins. The same price is indicated by the act 20, which 
claims that the price of a stolen horse is two pieces of land (act 20). The 
price of a good horse, according to the act 70 of the document is nine gold 
coins. If we consider the price of the land to be four gold coins, two pieces 
of land will be equal to eight gold coins. The reason for the insignificant 
difference can be the price of the horse itself, which must have equaled 
eight gold coins. The price of the land can be lower in certain infrequent 
cases (the exception is observed only in one act, when the piece of land 
obtained in Xotevi cost only one ox or two gold coins, act 42), or is higher 
(the land bought from C‘aqrivi cost 80 dramas or 5.7 gold coins, act 43). 
However, this single fact does not change the overall picture. Naturally, the 
piece of land with an orchard would have been more expensive and equaled 
two oxen and 300 kgs of wheat (act 47), which makes up six gold coins. 
Consequently, we can conclude that the price of the piece of land was four 
gold coins. 

Vineyard. If we group the data regarding the vineyard in the document, 
we can see that the price of the vineyard is approximately 4-6 gold coins. 
The vineyard purchased in Sacire (act 66) makes up four gold coins and 
costs one cow and 40 aZuras (1 + 40/14 = 3.85 gold coins). The vineyard 


195 For different prices of the mule see MORRISSON — CHEYNET, Prices and Wages in the 
Byzantine World, pp. 840-841. 

196 Seuvalobis ganaxlebis dacerili k'art'lis erist'av grigol suramelisa Siomgvimisadmi 
[The charter regarding the renewal of immunity by the Kartli eristavi Grigol Surameli to 
Siomgvime], in Monuments of Georgian law, ed. I. DOLIZE, II, Tbilisi, 1965, p. 43. 

197 BERZNISVILI, Met'ert'mete saukunis k'art'uli saistorio cqaroebi, pp. 58-59. 
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obtained in Metexara (act 10) cost 4.66 gold coins (1 ox and 2 plough- 
shares = 2 gold coins + 2 x 1.33 gold coins). A little less expensive is the 
vineyard bought in XivSi — one ox, one sheep and one ploughshare (act 56), 
which makes up approximately (2 gold coins + ? + 1.33 gold coins) = 3.5 gold 
coins. According to the other group of data, the price of the vineyard is six 
gold coins. Thus, one cow and goods for 75 dramas were paid for the vine- 
yard bought from Jinjinoze (act 12), which (1 gold coin + 75/14 = 5.35 gold 
coins) makes up 6.35 gold coins whereas the vinyard obtained from Zosk'leli 
was purchased for one ox, three ploughshares and leather for shoes (act 57), 
which is equal approximately to (2 gold coins + 3 x 1.33 gold coins +?) 
six gold coins. A similar amount is verified by the deal made in Znakua, 
according to which the Son of Abulat'ay was given a good horse in exchange 
of a vineyard and a field (act 16). The price of a good horse is eight gold 
coins, and that of a field is two gold coins, which means that the vineyard 
costs six gold coins. 

The price of a quarter of the vineyard obtained from the peasant of Son 
of Jinéaray (act 11), which cost one cow and 40 dramas and which is equal 
to 3.85 gold coins (1 gold coin + 40/14 = 2.85 gold coin) can be classed as 
an exceptionally expensive case. The same price (one cow and 40 aZuras) 
was indicated while purchasing the whole vineyard from the peasant belong- 
ing to the church of the Mother of God (act 66). It seems that such a price 
for the quarter of the vineyard was affected by the fact that it was located 
in the vicinity of the vineyards belonging to the monastery (was located 
“close to us”)!°8 and the monastery would naturally have the desire to unite 
them. This circumstance must have been used by the opposite party very 
skillfully. 

The helmet. In act 9 of the document the Son of Deboriani was given a 
horse and Gudamaqrian helmet for the abandoned piece of land (act 9). 
If we consider the usual value of the land as four gold coins, and subtract 
two gold coins, a price of a low-priced packhorse, the helmet price will 
make up two gold coins. 

The price of a book. A manuscript was always expensive. This was 
true for Georgia in the 11th century, where the hegoumen of Nikorcminda 
Monastery paid half the price of a horse — (3-4 gold coins) for the collection 
of church songs — Parakliton (act 73). In addition, he paid 15 gold coins for 
having the liturgical collection, Iadgar, rewritten and bound in a plated cover 
(act 72). 


198 For the location of vineyards see BERZNISVILI, Met'ert'mete saukunis k‘art‘uli saistorio 
cqaroebi, p. 71. 
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THE AREA OF AGRICULTURAL PLOTS 


The area of a field 


As is known, a field indicates a cultivated plot of certain area. The area 
of plots different from certain measurements, was indicated by the amount 
of grain that could be planted on them.!” In the document such fields are 
mentioned twice (acts 52 and 53): one with the area sufficient for planting 
100 kgs (one griv) of grain and one for 60 kgs (six kabic) of grain (presum- 
ably, wheat). What area of field do we deal with here? 

In the 10th century, the agricultural treatise Geoponika compiled for Con- 
stantine VII Porphyrogennetos determines the norms of seeding according 
to which one modios of wheat (12.8 kg) was to be planted on one modios 
(1250 sq m) of land. This method was considered to be quite a dense 
planting and demanded 300 grains of wheat per square metre of land. 
It turns out that 100 kgs of wheat were necessary for one hectare of land 
whereas 60 kgs of wheat were needed for 0.6 hectare of land. 

Different data are available for the later period in Georgia. According to 
Vaxtang VI (1675-1737), about 2.5 kodi of grain was planted on blog 
land.??! For that period, at the end of the 17th century and the first half of 
the 18th century, one kodi meant 30 kgs of grain? which assumed that 75 kgs 
of grain could be planted on blog land?" and by means of 60 kgs of grain it 
was possible to plant 0.4 hectares of land, with 100 kgs — 0.67 hectares. 

It is important to note that in both cases, when an agricultural field is 
mentioned in the document, the hegoumen gains it and does not buy it. 
Gainining is a different type of obtaining the property which does not imply 
spending money and depends on the skills of the gainer.”™ It can be pre- 
sumed that the area of the field obtained in such a manner would have been 
less than a typical area of a field. As an area of an agricultural field neces- 
sary to plant one griv (100 kg) of grain is equal to 0.67 or one hectare of 
land, an area of the field indicated in the document must be more, probably, 
two hectares. It should also be mentioned that the yield from careal crops 
was on average 4-5 grains for 1.2% Thus, in order to survive and pay taxes, 


19? BERZNISVILI, Met‘ert'mete saukunis k'art'uli saistorio cqaroebi, p. 112. 

200 1. LEFORT, The Rural Economy, Seventh-Twelfth Centuries, in The Economic History 
of Byzantium, p. 260. 

201 JaVAXISVILI, K'art'uli sap'as-sazomt'mc'odneoba, p. 662; JAPARIZE, Narkvevi k‘art‘uli 
metrologiis istoriidan, p. 158. 

?? ¡APARIZE, Narkvevi k'art'uli metrologiis istoriidan, p. 99. 

?5 Blog land equaled approximately 0.5 ha. JAPARIZE, Narkvevi k'art'uli metrologiis 
istoriidan, p. 158. More details see below. 

204 BERZNISVILI, Met'ert'mete saukunis k‘art‘uli saistorio cqaroebi, pp. 56-57. 

205 LEFORT, The Rural Economy, Seventh-Twelfth Centuries, pp. 259-260. 
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a family of peasants including 4-5 people had to cultivate at least two hec- 
tares of the field.’ 


The area of the land 


Certainly, a cultivated plot of land is more valuable than a non-cultivated 
one but, as according to the document, the land is twice as expensive as a 
field, it must be much bigger, regarding the area, than the cultivated field. 
What does the term land mean and what area does it indicate? 

As stated above, according to Records of the Hegoumen of Nikorcmida, a 
piece of land costs 4 gold coins. This price seems stable: another document 
written by the Xaraiszes in about the year 1200, also points out that two 
ploughs of land cost eight gold coins: “and the attire was priced by the 
merchants as eight drahkans. You did not have gold and paid two ploughs of 
land.”27 As seen from the document, the measurement unit for a piece of land 
was one plough of land and it cost four gold coins. Besides the document 
by the Xaraiszes, a plough with the meaning of measurement of land can be 
found in the Charter by Cirkneli in the beginning of the 12305305 and in 
1259/60, in the charter issued by big feudal Zagan Abulet‘isze for Mgvime.?” 

What does a plough of land mean? According to I. Petrushevski, in Iran 
a pair of oxen, called juft-i gav and juft-i avamil, were used as a measure 
for land and indicated an area of land cultivated by two oxen by means of 
a plough.?! This measure of arable land in Iran and neigbouring countries 
existed from ancient times. As can be seen, in Georgia it corresponded to a 
plough of land. Judging by the price of the land, it is obvious that the size 
of land and a plough of land are equal. What area is indicated by one plough 
of land? According to Petrushevski, the measure of jufti ranged according to 
the place and type of soil and corresponded to the area of the plot ploughed, 
cultivated and planted by two oxen in the yoke during a season. In Iran this 
equalled 6-7 hectares; the same area of land was indicated in Khorasan and 
Central Asia for the areas of barley and wheat.?!! Thus, supposedly, one 
plough of land might also have corresponded to the same measurement 


206 Together with other food, annually on average 200 kg of wheat was enough for a farmer 


in the Middle Ages for his use. LEFORT, The Rural Economy, Seventh-Twelfth Centuries, p. 302. 

207 Dacerili kuirike da basili Xaraiszeebisa giorgi museriszisadmi [Charter of Kuirike and 
Basili Xaraisze to Giorgi Muserisze], in Georgian Historical Documents, p. 92. 

208 Dacerili demetre cirknelisa sabasadmi [Charter of Demetre Cirkneli to Saba], in Geor- 
gian Historical Documents, p. 113. 

20 Dacerili ¿agan abulet'iszisa mgvimisadmi [Charter of Zagan Abulet'isze to Mgvime], 
in Georgian Historical Documents, p. 140. 

210 1. P, PETRUSHEVSKI, Zemledelie i agrarnye otnoshenia v Irane XIII-XIV vekov [Farming 
and Agricultural Relationships in Iran of 13*-14'^ centuries], Moscow, 1960, p. 145. 

211 Ibidem, pp. 289-290. 
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units. This supposition does not contradict other relevant data known to me. 
For instance, the area of land cultivated by a couple of oxen in the Middle 
Ages equalled to 5.5-8.5 hectares in Prussia, 8.5 hectares in Poland and 
9-10 hectares in Denmark.?!? In Byzantium, according to E. Schilbach, the 
area of land cultivated by a couple of oxen (zeugarion) ranged between 
8-20 hectares and equalled, on average, 13.8 hectares.?? However, A. Har- 
vey notices that the average rates indicated by Schilbach are increased at the 
expense of the data of the 15th century.?!* Lefort believes that this area made 
up 8-10 hectares, although he also indicates a lower figure (5.5 ha).?!° These 
data must be acceptable for the Georgian reality of the period, where 10 hec- 
tares can be considered as the highest rates whereas the minimum rates 
would have been 5-6 hectares; thus, the average amount of land denoted by 
a plough of land must have been 6-7 hectares. 


Javt‘a Gaet‘i 


As can be seen from the Records of the Hegoumen of Nikorcmida, in 
medieval Georgia, a fiscal unit, besides the peasant’s plot, was stated by 
means of the draft-cattle.? The hegoumen of Nikorcminda mentions that 
“The cow of Leit'i attacked a hive in Saë‘xeori and damaged it and for 
this I took a javt‘a gaet‘i house in Saxadi and made him pay bondage. 217 
I propose that the term javt‘a gaet'i mentioned in the document must be 
juft-i gav (as it was mentioned, this term denoted a couple of oxen in the 
yoke in Iran).?!* “Javt‘a gaet‘i house”?!? indicates a fiscal and economic unit — 
a house, where the peasant lived and had a couple of oxen in the yoke. In 
Georgia as well as in Byzantium, such peasants (zeugaratos) were referred 
to with the term which meant a couple of oxen (zeugarion).?! The bondage 


212 A. L. SHAPIRO, Russkoe krestianstvo pered zakreposhcheniem (XIV-XVI vv.) [Russian 
Peasantry before Serfdom (14th-16th cc)], Leningrad, 1987, pp. 60-61. 

213 E, SCHILBACH, Byzantinische Metrologie, München, 1970, pp. 67-70. 

214 A. HARVEY, Economic Expansion in the Byzantine Empire, 900-1200, Cambridge, 
1989, p. 54, n. 72. 

215 LEFORT, The Rural Economy, Seventh-Twelfth Centuries, p. 247. 

316 In conditions of cultivating land with primitive tools all depended on the draft cattle. 
B. D. GREKOV, Chto takoe obzha? [What is obzha?] in News Bulletin of Academy of Sciences 
of the USSR, 13-14 (1926), p. 1249. Due to this, the units used while measuring areas and 
payment were frequently attached to the draft cattle in essence and terminology. 

217 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 44. 

218 PETRUSHEVSKI, Zemledelie i agrarnye otnoshenia v Irane, p. 145. 

219 M. Berzni$vili believed that here we deal with a family name — the Javt‘agas’ house. 
BERZNISVILI, Met'ert'mete saukunis k'art'uli saistorio cqaroebi, pp. 84. 

220 M. C. BARTUSIS, Zeugaratos, in ODB, 3 (1991), pp. 2224-2225. 
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indicated in the document must mean employment of the couple of oxen by 
the monastery. 


An area of a vineyard 


In order to calculate the area of the vineyard, various data should be 
taken into consideration. In Byzantium vineyards were mostly small-scale 
(1000 sq m or slightly bigger) and were owned by small farmers.?? A vine- 
yard was a considerable source of income. The vineyards were divided into 
small plots although some peasants used to possess vast vineyards (2.5 hec- 
tares).22 In Byzantium of the 11th century, a 1 modios (1250 sq m) vineyard 
cost 4-6.5 Byzantine nomismas. In 1097 an abandoned vineyard was sold 
for three nomismas in Macedonia?" 

As can be seen, for the period under discussion, the price of the vineyard 
in Byzantium and Georgia is approximately similar (4-6 gold coins). Thus, 
we could presume that the area of vineyards in Georgia corresponded to that 
in Byzantine (approximately 1000-2000 sq m). However, this presumption 
would not correspond to reality. It is known that the vineyard occupying a 
relatively small area still brought quite a high income. If compared to the 
cultivated land, it becomes obvious that the vineyard brought similar income 
to the land with 10-13 times more area.?? Based on the index of taxation in 
Byzantium, we find that the value of the vineyard was 8-12 times higher 
than that of the first quality arable land.? Judging by the proportion, the 
area of a vineyard in Georgia would have been approximately within the 
range of a half (or slightly bigger) hectare (6-7 hectares / 12). Fortunately, an 
additional data can enable us to make these hypothetic figures more precise. 
After exploring the archeological sites of the 11th-13th centuries in Lower 
Kartli, in the area of the river Civéava and the Bedena plateau, I. GZELISVILI 
stated that almost all the peasants had a marani; each of them possessed at 
least three k‘vevris (large earthenware vessel for wine) and stored 600 liters 
of wine in them.?” In the period discussed the data regarding the yield are 
various, although one hectare would still have 20 hectoliters of wine on 


22 LEFORT, The Rural Economy, Seventh-Twelfth Centuries, p. 254. 

223 A. E. LAIOU, The Agrarian Economy, Thirteenth-Fifteenth Centuries, in The Economic 
History of Byzantium, p. 347. 

224 MORRISSON — CHEYNET, Prices and Wages in the Byzantine World, pp. 832-833. 

22 The vineyard on 15-20 modios brought in as much as 200 modios of land with wheat. 
MORRISSON — CHEYNET, Prices and Wages in the Byzantine World, p. 836. 

226 LAIOU, The Agrarian Economy, Thirteenth-Fifteenth Centuries, p. 360. 

227 | GZELISVILI, Rust‘avelis epok‘is k'art'uli sop ‘eli [The Georgian village of the Rustaveli 
epoch], in Georgia in the Rustaveli epoch, Tbilisi, 1966, p. 193. 
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average." Taking these data into consideration, 3000 sq m (or 0.3 hectares) 
would be necessary for 600 litres (or 6 hectares) of wine. Thus, it can be 
supposed that, on average, a Georgian peasant possessed 0.3-05 hectares of 
vineyard and its cost was 4-6 gold coins. 


Salaries of Clergymen 


According to Records of the Hegoumen of Nikorcmida we can discuss the 
salaries of clergymen in Georgia of the 11th century. The hegoumen of the 
monastery provides some information regarding the remuneration of priests 
transferred from Kartli to Western Georgia: *We brought Georgian priests 
and gave them salaries: The priests were given a 52 drahkani for Easter" .??? 
As seen from the text, the unknown number of priests was given 52 gold 
coins for Easter. What are these 52 gold coins for and how could they be 
divided? 

It can be stated that the 52 gold coins mentioned above are not a one off 
gesture but they indicated the salary of the priest. As is known, in Byzan- 
tium the annual salaries were paid once a year.?? The Typicon of Petriconi 
compiled by Grigol Bakuriani openly states that the annual salary (or roga)?! 
was paid to priests once a year, on Easter day.” Clearly, the sum given to 
the priests of Nikorcminda on Easter day is their annual salary. 

How much was an annual salary of the priest? To calculate the exact 
amount of that, we should determine the number of the priests given the sal- 
ary. Fortunately, the figure 52 enables us to state the exact number of priests: 
as the annual salary would be expressed in whole numbers, in order to get 
a reasonable amount of the sums, 52 should be divided by 4 (52/4 = 13).2 
Thus, it can be presumed that the monastery had invited four priests and 
paid each 13 gold coins annually. How does this fit in into the reality of the 
period? In Byzantium, the income of a village priest was, as a rule, six gold 


228 LEFORT, The Rural Economy, Seventh-Twelfth Centuries, p. 256, n. 164. 

?9 Dacerili nikolaos cmidis cinamzgvrisa, p. 43. 

230 N. OrkoNOMIDES, The Role of the Byzantine State in the Economy, in The Economic 
History of Byzantium, pp. 979, 1014. 

231 [n Byzantium the annual salary was called roga which was transferred in Georgian as 
rok'i. I. JAVAXISVILI, Axlad agmoc'enili uzvelesi k'art'uli xelnacerebi da mat'i mnisvneloba 
mec'nierebisat'vis [Newly Discovered Ancient Georgian Manuscripts and their Significance 
for the Sceince], in Works, vol. 9, p. 273. 

333 Petriconis k'art'velt'a monastris tipikoni [The Typicon of the Georgian Monastery of 
Petriconi], in Monuments of Georgian law, vol 3, p. 62; MORRISSON, Byzantine Money: Its 
Production and Circulation, p. 948. 

?33 52 cannot be divided into any other aliquot number from 3 to 12; I exclude dividing it 
by 2 as, in this case, the annual salary of the monastery would equal to 26 gold coins which 
is higher than that of the Ist group of Petriconi Monastery. 
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coins.?** It is clear that the conditions offered by such a strong monastery as 
Nikorcminda, would have been much better. For instance, the priests work- 
ing in the Petriconi Monastery were divided in three groups. The first 
group of the brethren (about 15 priests) got 20 gold coins, the second group 
of the brethren (15 members) were given 15 coins whereas the third group 
(20 members) received 10 gold coins.” Taking into consideration that 
Petriconi Monastery had a powerful and wealthy patron (Grigol Bakuriani), 
the salary given to the priest from Nikorcminda (13 gold coins) looks quite 
impressive. As can be seen, the priests in question belonged to the second, 
or even the first group of their monastery. 

Thus, in Georgia of the 11th century, an annual salary of the priest from 
a wealthy monastery was 13 gold coins. 


The price of the armament 


The Records enable us to determine the price of weapons as well. In order 
to discuss the prices of the armament of a Georgian warrior, it should be taken 
into account that at that time, in order to fulfill his duties as a rider, a warrior 
would need both war and spare horses, as well as a sword, a spear, a shield, 
a helmet, a mail, a k‘ap‘i, a chausses, a tent and a packhorse for transportation. 

According to the Records of the Hegoumen of Nikorcmida, the price of a 
“good” or war horse was 8-9 gold coins. The saddle is also important to 
mention here, as it may have been more expensive than the horse itself, that 
is testified in certificates by big feudals — P'avneli (“one horse costs 300 tetris 
and one saddle, the best of all saddles, — 500 tetris")?6 and by Grigol Surameli 
(“one horse bought for 350 tetris, the goldplated saddle — 600 tetris" ).?? 
Clearly such a luxurious saddles could not have been owned by all the warriors 
but the price of the ordinary saddle was not cheap either. In the 13th century 
a plaintiff priced the saddle taken away from his servant as 100 tetris.2% 
We should also take into consideration other accessories of the horse, for 
instance, the halter mentioned in the Records. We would argue that the 
complete set of accessories together with the saddle would have cost 3-4 gold 
coins.” The document also enabled to state the price of the spare horse 
(six gold coins) and that of the packhorse (two gold coins). 


234 MORRISSON — CHEYNET, Prices and Wages in the Byzantine World, p. 868, n. 137. 
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We do not have any data regarding the price of a sword in Georgia during 
this period. In the Frankish Kingdom the price of the sword equaled that of 
the horse and was seven cows.?* A]-Kindi, an Arab author of the 9th century 
who wrote the treatise On Swords and Their Kinds, for caliph al-Mu‘tasim 
(833-42), provides the information about different types of swords and their 
prices. If we do not take the price of the best sword, which cost about 
50-100 dinars, according to Kindi, the price of a long sword of regular 
quality was 5 or 10-15 gold dinars.”*! In Xevsuret'i of a later period the 
prices of swords were quite high: Davit‘peruli cost 25 cows, P‘ranguli*” — 
10-12 cows and as for Gorda,” it cost 4-5 cows.” In 1738 a certain Iase 
T‘ulasvili sold a sword for eight cows.?% Taking into consideration these data, 
we consider the price of an average sword to equal eight gold coins. 

According to the document the helmet cost two gold coins. In the inscrip- 
tion of the Qanc'aet'i testament which, according to E. Takaishvili, belongs 
to the 15th-16th centuries, a Bilk'an, son of At'ar, gives the monastery a 
vineyard for a mail armour and a helmet. Based on the 11th century 
prices, we can calculate the price of the helmet which would be 2-4 gold 
coins: the price of the vineyard (4-6 gold coins) minus the price of the mail 
armour (2 gold coins). 

According to Nikorcmideli, the price of the mail armour is two gold coins. 
It should be said that this must have been the price for only short and rela- 
tively low quality mail. It would have been impossible to buy a knee-length 
mail armour made up by riveted rings for such a price. 

Thus, based on the price of the mail armour, we would suggest the price 
of the mail chausses requiring less labour and mastery, to be one gold coin. 

K'ap'iis mentioned in such a deal which makes it difficult to estimate its 
precise value. Judging from the existing prices, we can just suppose that 
k‘ap‘i, two small, metal plates for the protection of the shoulder would have 
cost one gold coin. 

The prices of the lance and the shield should be stated accordingly. In the 
Frankish Kingdom both cost together two cows.?^" If we take into consideration 
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that the shield had a number of materials (wood, leather, iron shield boss, 
bands and other iron parts) and the lance possessed an iron head and a long 
shaft made of strong wood, the combined price of the lance and shield may 
have been at least one to two gold coin.?^* 

The warrior had to have a horse with a harness and a tent and various 
equipment, (horseshoes with nails, kitchen utensils (cauldron, etc) and tools 
(an axe, etc). Thus, the price of the tent and accessories must have been at 
least two gold coins. It is suffice to say that a cauldron, according to the data 
from the 11th and 14th centuries, cost one gold coin in Byzantium.””” 

Finally, the prices of the armament were estimated as follows: the war 
horse cost 8-9 gold coins, the spare horse was estimated as worth six gold 
coins, the packhorse — two gold coins, horse harness — 3-4 gold coins, a sword 
— eight gold coins, helmet — 2-4 gold coins, mail armour — two gold coins, 
chausses — one gold coin, k'ap'i — one gold coin, lance and shield — 1-2 gold 
coins and a tent 3-5 gold coins. All of these expenses make up 37 to 44 gold 
coins, which is quite a large sum, with the purchasing power for the whole 
herd (37-44 cows). It is also clear that the above mentioned is not enough 
for participating in the war. The whole picture includes the harness for spare 
and pack horses, servant, food, etc. If we calculate the price of the minimally 
equipped heavy rider (excluding the k‘ap‘i, chausses, the horse and the tent), 
the overall sum is still quite large and makes up 30-35 gold coins. 


CONCLUSIONS 


The research has revealed: 


— Monetary units and their value employed in 11th century Georgia; 

— Prices and areas of land, field, vineyard, prices of a peasant, wheat, cattle 
(cow, ox), horse (war, spare and packhorse) and a mule, agricultural 
tools (ploughshare), the price of the armament (mail armour, helmet, etc), 
the price of luxurious attire (brocade dress and cloak) and the value of the 
book; 

— The new fiscal unit — javt'a gaet'i; 

— The annual salary of clergymen. 


Clearly, all the prices calculated here cannot be considered to be strictly 
defined units and as was noticed, there were certain presumptions when 
calculating them. However, in a number of cases (such as, cattle, mule, 


?5 Even if we did not take the price of an extra lance in the account. 
249 MORRISSON — CHEYNET, Prices and Wages in the Byzantine World, p. 853. 
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pieces of land, ploughshare), when it is possible to double check the price, 
their validity does not leave many doubts. 

The prices determined in the research are also interesting from the point 
of view of assessment of society's social and economic situation of the 
time. 

The price of a peasant needs to be mentioned specially: a peasant with 
his family and plot of land cost 18 gold coins whereas the land cost 4 gold 
coins and the field — 2 gold coins, on average. It is not surprising due to the 
fact that in the Middle Ages the land without cultivation and labour was 
useless.?*? In addition, the comparison of the prices makes it clear that land 
was much cheaper without the peasant’s household, which means that there 
was much free land but the population was not as numerous. 

According to the Records of the Hegoumen of Nikorcmida, we can 
restore a typical picture of medieval economics in which natural economics 
prevails, though cash is used to trade. Overall, out of 43 deals, 26 are made 
based on the barter exchanges, in 17 cases payments were made in cash 
(about 4096 of cases). However, in reality the percentage of cash is much 
lower and in a number of deals make up only part of the price: cash makes 
up a 23% of the overall number of such 9 deals.” Only 8 operations were 
based solely on cash, which makes up 19% of deals. One regularity should 
be mentioned here: the more the price of the commodities, the higher the 
volume of the cash in the operation. On the whole, based on the data, the 
part of the monetary economics is high and reaches 3396,?? which can be 
considered quite a high number for Georgia of the period.” However, these 
data should be handled with caution and it would not be advisable to gen- 
eralise over the economy of the whole country: it should also be taken into 
account that the Georgian church possessed vast monetary capital. While 
studying the feudal organisation of Siomgvime Monastery, B. Lominadze 
wrote that “It should be said that in Georgian monasteries, compared to 
secular seigneuries, the monetary system were more developed" 25^ The pic- 
ture shown by the Records also supports the above mentioned conclusion: 
a monastery can pay the salary to the invited priests in cash, gold coins, 
whereas all 15 acts of donation made by laymen are made by barter (land, 


250 A. E, LAioU, The Human Resources, in The Economic History of Byzantium, p. ΔΊ. 

?31 Approximately 23 gold coins from the goods of the value of 100 gold coins. 

252 In the document goods of the value of about 274 gold coins are mentioned out of which 
90 gold coins were paid in cash. This calculation is based on the above-mentioned prices and, 
thus, is somewhat provisory. 

353 For comparison, in 12th century the level of monetization of Byzantine economy 
was 46%. A. E. LAIOU, The Byzantine Economy: An Overview, in The Economic History of 
Byzantium, p. 1154. 

354 B. ΤΟΜΙΝΑΖΕ, Siomgvime, Tbilisi, 1953, pp. 37-38. 
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peasants, different goods) and indicate the scarcity of money among secular 
people. 

The price of the armament of the heavy horseman (37-44 gold coins) 
clearly indicates that only the owner of considerable land could purchase 
and possess expensive weapons and equipment which means that, unless 
possessing a certain amount of land or other property (or could not obtain 
them with the assistance of others), the member of the society would not 
take part in the war as a cavalryman. The wealthy landowner and his heavily 
armed household constituted the elite of the medieval Georgian army. 
Because of the high prices of weapons, the lower strata of the society found 
it difficult to be a member of such an elite. This, in turn, indicates the further 
developed process of social differentiation and feudalization in Georgia. 
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SUMMARY 


The present article discusses the Records of the Hegoumen of Nikorcmida, written 
in the second half of the 11' century by the abbot of the Nikorcminda monastery in 
Raëa, in Western Georgia. The Records list almost eighty purchase deeds, dona- 
tions, details of building work and other deals, presenting us with rich data on the 
social and economic history of the period. Forty two deeds provide valuable insight 
into the price setting in 11"-century Georgia. The study reveals certain regularities 
in these deeds, which allows for an establishment of basic prices and agricultural units. 
The article discusses the value of monetary units, fiscal units, the salary of clergy- 
men, as well as prices for land, labor, tools, armament, luxury goods and books. 
These data, drawn from the Records, present us with a picture of medieval Georgian 
economics in which natural economics prevailed, although cash was used for trade. 


ΤΗΕ METROPOLITAN OF LACEDAEMON METHODIUS 
(AFTER 1428-BEFORE AUGUST 1442): 
A MINOR PERSONALITY OF THE COUNCIL 
OF FERRARA-FLORENCE* 


The Council of Ferrara-Florence (1438-1439) constitutes the last joint 
effort of Eastern and Western Christianity to end their age-old schism in the 
late medieval period.! The Council, which initially convened in Ferrara and 
later moved to Florence, was the culmination of a series of medieval attempts 
to reunite the Orthodox and Roman Catholic Churches.? However, it was 
still a vastly different affair than any earlier attempt to change the course of 
ecclesiastical history as to that issue. That difference stems mainly from the 
fact that, for the first time ever, an exceptionally significant papal concession 
to Eastern Orthodox ecclesiology took place: Pope Eugene IV (1431-1447) 
had finally conceded to respond to the insistent demands of the Byzantines 
for a joint synod with a view to uniting the two Churches.? 


* The present article stems from furthering an unpublished paper of mine at the 23" Inter- 
national Congress of Byzantine Studies (Belgrade, August 22-27, 2016). See D. VACHAVIOLOS, 
Participation and Role of the Metropolitan of Lacedaemon Methodius, in the Council of 
Ferrara-Florence (1438-1439) and his subsequent stance on the Florentine Union (1439-1442), 
in D. DZELEBDZC and ST. ΒΟΙΑΝΙΝ (eds), Proceedings of the 23rd International Congress of 
Byzantine Studies (Belgrade, August 22—27, 2016). Thematic Sessions of Free Communications, 
Belgrade, 2016, p. 609. I would like to express my sincerest thanks to Dr Nicky Tsougarakis, 
Lecturer in History, Edge Hill University, and to the anonymous reviewers for their inval- 
uable remarks and bibliographic suggestions. 

! For a comprehensive presentation of the literature on the Ferrara-Florence Council, 
see C. G. CONTICELLO — V. CONTICELLO (eds), TB, II, pp. 468-475; M.-H. BLANCHET — 
S. Korprrz, Le concile de Ferrara-Florence (1438-1439) : mise à jour bibliographique, in 
Medioevo greco, 13 (2013), pp. 315-321. 

2 For earlier, similar attempts, see indicatively L. BRÉHIER, Attempts at Reunion of the 
Greek and Latin Churches, in J. M. Hussey — D. M. NicoL — G. Cowan (eds), The Cambridge 
Medieval History, IV, Cambridge, 1936, pp. 594ff.; CHR. SAVVATOS, O1 ενωτικές προσπάθειες 
μεταξύ Ανατολής και Λύσης κατά τους Παλαιολόγειους Χρόνους, in G. XANHAKI-KARAMANOU 
(ed), Το Βυζάντιο κατά τους Παλαιολόγειους Χρόνους: Σχέσεις Ανατολής και Δύσεως Kal 
Αφετηρία του Νέου Ελληνισμού, Πρακτικά Συνεδρίων (Mvorpas, 6-8 Νοεμβρίου 2015 και 
27 — 29 Μαΐου 2016) (Research Institute for Byzantine Culture: Publication Series, 2), Athens, 
2017, pp. 3-12. 

3 For details on the insistent demands of the Byzantines for a joint synod towards a reunion 
with the Roman Catholic Church, see J. BOOJAMRA, The Byzantine Notion of the Ecumenical 
Council in the Fourteenth Century, in Byz, 80 (1987), pp. 59-76; A. PAPADAKIS, Byzantine 
Perceptions of the Latin West, in GOThR, 36 (1991), pp. 240-242; J. MEYENDORFF, Was 
There an Encounter Between East and West at Florence? , in G. ALBERIGO (ed), Christian 
Unity: The Council of Ferrara-Florence, 1438/39-1989 (BETL, 97), Leuven, 1991, pp. 153-75; 
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Despite the fact that at the Council a strong unionistic spirit was mani- 
fested on both sides,* the theological issues were resolved by reflecting the 
Roman Catholic Church's positions, not by coming to a mutual agreement 
on them.? As a result, the Council's decisions were not accepted by the 
Orthodox Church, nor were the integrated into their doctrine and practice.° 
Ultimately, the Council proved to be, in Joseph Gill’s words, ‘a success that 
failed', on the grounds that it did not achieve lasting unity between the 
Orthodox and Roman Catholic Churches." 

All events linked to the preparation and especially the proceedings of that 
joint conference have been recorded meticulously by eyewitnesses.? Thus, 
historians and theologians alike have the opportunity to peruse exhaustively 
and interpret the events and their historical framework; reformulate the his- 
torical role of the figures which participated in the council's proceedings; 
and shed light to those personalities’ theological thinking. Needless to say, 
the luminaries who have mainly attracted the interest of researchers are 
those who were instrumental in the Council's proceedings.? In contrast, 
those of the conference's participants whose role was not essential in the 


V. T. ISTAVRIDIS, The historical evolution of the synods in the ecumenical patriarchate, in 
Annuarium Historiae Conciliorum, 24 (1992), pp. 145-157. 

^ J. GILL, The Greeks in the Council of Florence, in New Blackfriars, 41 (1960), pp. 156- 
160. For a more skeptical view on this matter, see MEYENDORFF, Was There an Encounter [see 
n. 3], pp. 153-175. 

5 This is mainly evident in the final text of the Council's Decree drafted in such a way 
that, on all contested issues, the stands that actually emerged as prevalent were those of the 
Roman Catholic Church. For a comparative analysis of the Byzantine and Latin points of 
view on the Council's Decree, see S. KOLDITZ, Deux exégéses d'un texte controversé: Ióan- 
nés Eugénikos et Juan de Torquemada sur le décret florentin de l'Union des Églises, in 
M.-H. BLANCHET - F. GABRIEL (eds), Réduire le schisme? Ecclésiologies et politiques de 
l'Union entre Orient et Occident (XIII-XVIII. siècles), Actes de la rencontre internationale, 
Paris, 17-18 juin 2011, Paris, 2013, pp. 83-100. 

6 For the reception of the Council in Orthodox World, see generally J. GILL, The Council 
of Florence, Cambridge, 1959, pp. 349-388. For its reception in Byzantium, see furthermore 
M.-H. BLANCHET, L'Église Byzantine à la suite de l'Union de Florence (1439-1445). De la 
contestation à la scission, in BF, 29 (2007), pp. 79-123. 

7 J. GILL, Personalities of the Council of Florence and other Essays, Oxford, 1964, p. 1. 
On the failure of Council, see M.-H. CoNGOURDEAU, Pourquoi les Grecs ont rejeté l'Union 
de Florence (1438-1439), in B. BÉTHOUART — M. FOURCADE — C. SORREL (eds), /dentités reli- 
gieuses: Dialogues et confrontations, construction et déconstruction (Les Cahiers du Littoral, 
2, n°9), Boulogne-sur-Mer, 2008, pp. 35-46; CH. DENDRINOS, Reflections on the failure of the 
Union of Florence, in Annuarium Historiae Conciliorum, 39 (2007), pp. 131-148. 

* The major collections of documents related to the council have been compiled, edited, and 
published by the Pontifical Oriental Institute in Rome under the guidance of Georg Hofmann 
and Joseph Gill: Documenta Concilii Florentini de Unione Orientalium, ed. G. HOFFMAN, 
Roma, 1935-1936; Concilium Florentinum: Documenta et Scriptores, ed. G. HOFMANN et AL., 
Rome, 1940-. 

? For an absorbing and classic study of the action taken by the Council's protagonists, see 
GILL, Personalities [see n. 7]. 
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theological discussions and the debates on dogma have not spurred the inter- 
est of researchers to probe into those participants' presence during the Coun- 
cil’s proceedings. Metropolitan of Lacedaemon Methodius is such a case. 

More often than not, metropolitan Methodius is known to the scholarly 
community only by virtue of his having taken part in the Council's proceed- 
ings. There is no available data on his personal profile nor is there any 
information on the term of his ministry.!° As a result, nothing whatsoever is 
known about his origins, studies, or ecclesiastical career. Be that as it may, 
his elevation to the status of Metropolitan of Lacedaemon seems to have 
taken place at some point after 1428, a year during which the ministry of 
the Metropolis of Lacedaemon was held by a Metropolitan named Matthew; !! 
and definitely before November 1437 when Metropolitan Methodius was 
appointed by Patriarch Joseph II of Constantinople (1416-1439) to the 
Byzantine delegation destined to negotiate the Union of Eastern and West- 
ern Christianity with the higher echelons of the Roman Catholic clergy.'? 
Obviously, Metropolitan Methodius must have been the one who, before 
departing from Constantinople, carried out the ordainment of the person who 
had assassinated Michael Koresis on the island of Rhodes. That fact is 
known to us only through the relevant accusation leveled against him by 
Metropolitan of Heraclea Antonius (14092-1440) in September 1439. On 
condition that the information is valid, then this ordination is manifestly 
against the rules of the Church, given that the ordination of a man who 
assassinated someone, even inadvertently, is prohibited.'* It is therefore rea- 
sonable to raise questions about the motivations that have prompted him to 
do so, and above all what this can imply for his personality. 


10 For details on that prelate, see D. A. ZAKYTHINOS, Le Despotat grec de Morée (édition 
revue et augmentée par Chryssa Maltezou), II, Londres, 19757, p. 286; PLP, n° 17598; D. STIER- 
NON, Lacédémone, in DHGE, 29 (2007), col. 1182; J. PREISER-KAPELLER, Der Episkopat im 
späten Byzanz. Ein Verzeichnis der Metropoliten und Bischöfe des Patriarchats von Konstan- 
tinopel in der Zeit von 1204 bis 1453, Saarbrücken, 2008, p. 223. 

11 For details on the Metropolitan of Lacedaemon Matthew, see PLP, n? 17365; STIERNON, 
Lacédémone [see n. 10], col. 1181; PREISER-KAPELLER, Der Episkopat im späten Byzanz 
[see n. 10], p. 223; T. PAPAMASTORAKIS, Myzithras of the Byzantines/Mistra to Byzantinists, 
in T. KIOUSOPOULOU (ed), Οι Βυζαντινές πόλεις (8os-15og αιώνας). Προοπτικές της έρευνας 
και νέες ἑρμηνευτικές προσεγγίσεις, Rethymnon, 2012, p. 287. 

12 SYLVESTRE SYROPOULOS, Mémoires, ed. V. LAURENT, Les "Mémoires" du Grand Ecclé- 
siarque de l "Église de Constantinople Sylvestre Syropoulos sur le Concile de Florence (1438— 
1439) (Concilium Florentinum Documenta et Scriptores, Series B, IX), Roma, 1971, p. 184 
(line 7). 

13 SYROPOULOS, Mémoires [see n. 12], pp. 528 (line 31) — 530 (line 8). For Michael Koresis, 
see PLP, n? 13181. 

14 On murder as impediment to ordination, see K. KOSTOPOULOS, Τα κωλύοντα την tepo- 
σύνη και καθαιρούντα τους κληρικούς παραπτώματα, κατά τους Περούς Κανόνες, Athens, 2010, 
pp. 136-141. 
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Most of the information on Metropolitan Methodius' presence during the 
Council's proceedings is drawn from the Memoirs of Sylvester Syropoulos, 
Grand Ecclesiarch of the Church of Constantinople and prominent Council 
member.!? To some small extent, that information also comes either from 
Acta Graeca? or Acta Latina", which were, more or less, compilations of 
authentic data and memoiristic or other material on that Council. All of the 
sources cited above offer sporadic and, hence, fragmentary information 
on Metropolitan Methodius. All of that data serve only as supplementary 
material on certain events linked to the stay of the Greek Orthodox delega- 
tion in Italy and to certain aspects of the turbulent meetings of that same 
Orthodox delegation on whether its members should accept or reject the 
Filioque theological formula into Eastern Orthodox dogma. 

As already noted, Metropolitan Methodius is first cited by the relevant 
sources in autumn 1437 when he was appointed by Patriarch Joseph II as 
member of the Byzantine delegation that would travel to Italy to negotiate with 
the Roman Catholic clergy the Union of Eastern and Western Christianity. δ 
It is unclear under what criteria Patriarch Joseph II included Metropolitan 
Methodius in the Orthodox delegation. It could be argued that his inclusion 
was owed to his personal position on the Union or even to his position in 
the ecclesiastical hierarchy and/or his personal prestige. Nevertheless, it 
appears that the reasons should be sought elsewhere. 


!5 For details on that work, indicatively see S. ΚΟΙΡΙΤΖ, Johannes VIII. Palaiologos und 
das Konzil von Ferrara-Florenz (1438/39). Das byzantinische Kaisertum im Dialog mit dem 
Westen, I (Monographien zur Geschichte des Mittelalters, 60), Stuttgart, 2013, pp. 27-31, 
where earlier bibliography are also cited. For an evaluation of Syropoulos as an historical 
source, see D. J. GEANAKOPLOS, Α New Reading of the Acta, especially Syropoulos, in ALBE- 
RIGO, Christian Unity [see n. 3], pp. 325-326, 332-333. 

16 Quae Supersunt Actorum Graecorum Concilii Florentini (cum versione latina), Pars I — 
Res Ferrariae Gestae, ed. J. GILL (Concilium Florentinum Documenta et Scriptores: v. V — 
fasc. D, Roma, 1953. For details on that work and its historical value, see KOLDITZ, Johannes 
VIII. Palaiologos [see n. 15], pp. 24-27, where earlier bibliography and its critique are also cited. 

17 ANDREAS DE SANTACROCE, advocatus consistorialis, Acta Latina Concilii Florentini, ed. 
G. HOFMANN (Concilium Florentinum Documenta et Scriptores, Series B, VI), Roma, 1955. 
For details on that work and its historical value, see KOLDITZ, Johannes VIII. Palaiologos [see 
n. 15], pp. 31-34, where earlier bibliography and its critique are also cited. 

18 SYROPOULOS, Mémoires [see n. 12], p. 184 (line 7). For details on the members of the 
Orthodox delegation, see S. ΚΟΙΡΙΤΖ, Bessarion und der griechische Episkopat im Kontext 
des Konzils von Ferrara-Florenz, in C. MARTL — C. KAISER — T. RICKLIN (eds), Inter Graecos 
Latinissimus, inter Latinos Graecissimus (Pluralisierung und Autorität, 39), Berlin, 2013, 
pp. 47 ff.; KoLDITZ, Johannes VIII. Palaiologos [see n. 15], pp. 208 ff. ; J. G. LEONTIADES, 
Die griechische Delegation auf dem Konzil von Ferrara-Florenz: Eine prospographische 
Skizze, in Annuarium Historiae Conciliorum, 21 (1989), pp. 353—369. 

1 For different views on the selection's criteria of the prelates who participated at Council, 
see KOLDITZ, Johannes VIII. Palaiologos [see n. 15], pp. 228-229; LEONTIADES, Die griechische 
Delegation [see n. 18], pp. 354-361. 
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It is a well known fact that Patriarch Joseph II sought to form a delegation 
that he could control and monitor as closely as possible. It was the only way 
he could discourage his marginalization by the Emperor during the negoti- 
ations with the Roman Catholic Church.?? The imperative need for a dele- 
gation that would be fully under the control of the Patriarch became even 
more pressing when it was found out that Emperor John VIII Palaeologus 
had already determined who the representatives of the Eastern Orthodox 
Patriarchates would be.?! As was expected, imperial intervention obstructed 
the effort of the Patriarch to wield absolute control over the delegation's 
members. Forced by circumstances, the Patriarch chose to turn to as many 
of the prelates in his personal entourage as he could so that he may easily 
control them and thus orchestrate negotiations on the union. 

The above considerations lead to the conclusion that, in all likelihood, the 
Patriarch must have chosen among others Metropolitan of Lacedaemon 
Methodius whom he considered a member of his own entourage. Indeed, it 
seems that Methodius had such a close personal contact with the Patriarch that 
he could approach the latter in person when it came to issues of grave concern. 
That is evident in the fact that Sylvester Syropoulos chose to approach Met- 
ropolitan Methodius to the exclusion of all others when he deemed it fit to 
warn the Patriarch over the conflict that had erupted between the Metropolitan 
of Ephesus Mark Eugenicus and the Metropolitan of Nicaea Bessarion.? 
Despite the fact that Syropoulos ranked high in the ecclesiastical hierarchy, 
and could therefore directly inform the Patriarch on the issue, he chose to 
resort to the Metropolitan of Lacedaemon for help.? The choice made by 


2 According to Syropoulos, the Patriarch went so far as to seek out Emperor John VIII 
Palaeologus, on the occasion of the appointment of the representatives of the Eastern Patriar- 
chates, to complain that it was unacceptable to him to be a mere spectator to what was tran- 
spiring but be requested later to agree and consent to everything after the fact (SYROPOULOS, 
Mémoires [see n. 12], p. 164 (lines 14-18): [...] ἰδὼν ὃ πατριάρχης τὰ πρόσωπα τῶν TOTOTN- 
ρητῶν χωρισθέντα καὶ ἀποκαταστάντα ἐκεῖσε, δεινὸν ἡγήσατο ὡς μὴ ἔχων καὶ αὐτὸς 
εἴδησιν περὶ τῶν προσώπων, καὶ τῷ βασιλεῖ διεμηνύσατο [...] ὅτι ' Ὁρῶ ἐμαυτὸν περι- 
φρονούμενον, καὶ οὐκ οἴδα πῶς γίνεται τοῦτο: εἰ γὰρ καταφρονοῦμαι, πῶς ἔσομαι παρα- 
κολουθῶν ἢ συµπράττων ἐν οἷς ἂν δέοι κἀμὲ συνεργεῖν;) 

31 For details on the selection of the surrogates of the Eastern Orthodox Patriarchates and 
on issues pertinent to that process, see N. D. SAVVOPOULOS, Ανατολή και Δύση στην τελευταία 
τους συνάντηση. H σύγκληση της Συνόδου Φερράρας- Φλωρεντίας. Ιστορική Προσέγγιση, Athens, 
2009, pp. 228 ff.; Korprrz, Johannes VIH. Palaiologos [see n. 15], pp. 229 ff. 

2 SYROPOULOS, Mémoires [see n. 12], p. 288 (line 26). For details on the relationship 
between the Metropolitan of Ephesus Mark Eugenicus and the Metropolitan of Nicaea Bes- 
sarion as well as how that relationship developed, see C. N. TSIRPANLIS, Mark Eugenicus and 
the Council of Florence. A historical re-evaluation of his personality (Βυζαντινὰ κείµενα καὶ 
μελέται, 14), Thessaloniki, 1974, pp. 52-55. 

23 Syropoulos bore the office of Grand Ecclesiarch of the Church of Constantinople. For 
details on his office and its significance, see V. A. LEONTARITOU, Εκκλησιαστικά αξιώματα 
και υπηρεσίες στην πρώιμη καὶ μέση βυζαντινή περίοδο (Forschungen zur byzantinischen 
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Syropoulos confirms beyond the shadow of a doubt the close relations forged 
between the Metropolitan of Lacedaemon and the Patriarch. 

What is more, the Metropolitan of Lacedaemon seemed to enjoy the Patri- 
arch's trust, probably the reason why the Patriarch had appointed him at 
least twice to delegations he had sent to the Emperor to impart some crucial 
message.” Despite the fact that those delegations usually comprised a great 
number of high-ranking or prestigious prelates, they also always included 
individuals originating in the patriarchal entourage. Therefore, it is obvious 
that the Metropolitan of Lacedaemon belonged to the inner circle of the 
patriarchal entourage since the Patriarch trusted him to the point of assigning 
to him various missions and of allowing himself to become influenced by 
Methodius' interventions in delicate issues such as the conflict between the 
Metropolitans of Ephesus and Nicaea. 

It is reasonable to assume that if the Metropolitan of Lacedaemon was not 
included among the illustrious members of the patriarchal entourage he would 
not have been able to enjoy the high rank that more senior metropolitans held. 
More specifically, Metropolitan Methodius is cited in Acta Graeca as holding 
a position equal to the privileged rank of the Metropolis of Nicomedia, in 
other words, the seventh rank on the hierarchical ladder of the Ecumenical 
Patriarchate.?? 

Although every metropolis enjoy a specific rank during the middle byzan- 
tine era, however, a disturbance of the normal hierarchical ranking of the 
metropolitan seats in the conciliar decisions of the Ecumenical Patriarchate 
is observed, from the middle of the 13th century, especially in the 14th and 
15th centuries. This disturbance is due to the assignment to certain hierarchi- 
cally ranked metropolitans of metropolises that had become inactive, others 
permanently and others temporarily, due to different historical conditions.”° 


Rechtsgeschichte: Athener Reihe, 8), Athens-Komotini, 1996, pp. 214-221; J. DARROUZES, 
Recherches sur les ὀφφίκια de | "Église byzantine (Archives de l'Orient chrétien, 11), Paris, 
1970, pp. 285-288. 

3 Acta Graeca [see n. 16], p. 425 (lines 5-14); SYROPOULOS, Mémoires [see n. 12], pp. 300 
(line 20), 356 (line 18). 

?5 Acta Graeca [see n. 16], p. 12 (lines 26-28): [...] ὁ Λακεδαιμονίας, καὶ τὸν τόπον ἐπέχων 
τοῦ Νικομηδείας, κύρις Μεθόδιος [...]. For details on the hierarchical ranking of the Metropolis 
of Nicomedia, see PREISER-KAPELLER, Der Episkopat im spáten Byzanz [see n. 10], p. 325, 
where earlier bibliography is also cited. 

36 On the privilege of a prelate to hold a rank equal to another metropolis's privileged rank, 
see J. DARROUZES, Listes synodales et notitiae, in REB, 28 (1970), pp. 75, 87 ff; J. DARROUZES, 
Le Registre synodal du patriarcat byzantin au XIV* siécle. Étude paléographique et diplo- 
matique (Archives de l'Orient chrétien, 12), Paris, 1971, pp. 263, 273 ff, 336-337, 354- 
355; J. DARROUZES, Géographie ecclésiastique de l'empire byzantin, 1: Notitiae episcopatuum 
ecclesiae Constantinopolitanae, Texte critique, introduction et notes, Paris, 1981, pp. 165, 
182-183, 190-191; V. LAURENT, Trisépiscopat du patriarche Matthieu I* (1397-1410), 
in REB, 30 (1972), p. 145; PREISER-KAPELLER, Der Episkopat im spáten Byzanz [see n. 10], 
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This was a privilege which did not entail administrative responsibilities for 
the prelate in the ecclesiastical district of the metropolis occupying the 
offered rank, but it was merely a way for him to ensure the honor of a more 
prominent position in the patriarchal synod, in the commission of divine 
service or in other ecclesiastical meetings.” 

Bestowing upon a metropolitan the privilege of the rank of an ecclesiastical 
seat could be ordered exclusively by the Emperor.” That practice aimed at 
satisfying the prelates of the imperial entourage. In times of imperial dynastic 
or ecclesiastical strife or conflict, it also secured allies whose loyalty was 
assured by their promotion to an elevated status.” Towards the end of the 
fourteenth — early fifteenth century that privilege could also be ceded by the 
Patriarch as long as he had first acquired the Emperor' consent.?? It is obvious 
that in these cases the Patriarch aimed at satisfying the prelates of his entourage. 

During Byzantine times, the Metropolis of Lacedaemon traditionally ranked 
seventy-eighth in the hierarchy of the Ecumenical Patriarchate's metropolitan 
seats. Nevertheless, during the time of Emperor Andronicus II Palaeologus 
(1282-1328) and on, certain of the prelates who ministered that particular 
metropolis managed to secure from the imperial or patriarchal authorities 
the temporary yet honorary privilege of some higher echelon in the hierarchy. 
Still, none of Metropolitan Methodius's predecessors have been cited by 
sources as having been honored with a hierarchical position higher than 
that of the Metropolis of Trajanopolis, which ranked thirty-seventh.?! So, it 
is undoubtedly that Metropolitan Methodius had managed to secure an 


pp. LXVI-LXVII; EL. CHATZIANTONIOU, O μητροπολίτης Θεσσαλονίκης “tov τόπον ἐπέχον”. 
in Βυζαντινά, 27 (2007), pp. 259-264. 

27 DARROUZES, Regeste [see n. 26], pp. 263, 277. 

28 V, LAURENT, Les droits de l'empereur en matiere ecclésiastique, in REB, 13 (1955), p. 15 
(lines 17-20): Ai μεταθέσεις καὶ οἱ προβιβασμοὶ καὶ oi τόποι καὶ ai καθέδραι καὶ τὸ δοθῆναι 
κατ᾽ ἐπίδοσιν πρός τινα τῶν ἀρχιερέων καὶ ἑτέραν Ἐκκλησίαν ὦσι τοῦ βασιλέως καὶ παρὰ 
γνώμην αὐτοῦ οὐδὲν γένηταί τι τοιοῦτον, ἐπεὶ τοῦτο προνόμιόν ἐστι τῆς βασιλείας ἀνέκαθεν. 

22 DARROUZES, Listes synodales [see n. 26], p. 94. 

30 DARROUZES, Listes synodales [see n. 26], p. 94; DARROUZES, Registre [see n. 26], pp. 273, 
275. For some examples where this privilege was granted by the Patriarch, see MM, I, no 
302-304 (1371); LAURENT, Trisepiscopat [see n. 26], p. 128 (lines 52-53) (August 1409). 
It is interesting, however, to note that this privilege is presented to be granted mainly by the 
Patriarch and patriarchal synod and occasionally by the Emperor in Ekthesis Néa, a late 
14" century semi-official handbook of patriarchal correspondence: Τοῦτο διὰ γράμματος γίνε- 
ται πατριαρχικοῦ γνώμῃ καὶ τῆς συνόδου ... ἔχειν τὸν μητροπολίτην τόνδε τὸν τόπον τοῦ δεῖνος ... 
Καὶ ἔκτοτε κάθηται èv ᾧ ἐτάχθη τόπῳ. Πολλάκις δὲ ποιεῖ τοῦτο καὶ ὁ βασιλεὺς διὰ προστάγμα- 
τος καὶ στέργεται παρὰ τοῦ πατριάρχου [J. DARROUZES, Ekthésis Néa. Manuel des pittakia du 
XIV* siécle, in REB, 27 [1969], p. 80 (lines 12-24)]. 

31 For details on the rank the Metropolis of Lacedaemon held in the hierarchy during the 
byzantine era and its changes during Palaeologan times, see D. TH. VACHAVIOLOS, H ιστορία 
της μητρόπολης Λακεδαιμονίας κατά τη βυζαντινή περίοδο. Ph. D. dissertation, Ioannina, 2014, 
pp. 149-175. 
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exceptionally lofty rank, given that he is cited in Acta Graeca as holding a 
position equal to the privileged rank of the Metropolis of Nicomedia, which 
ranked seventh. 

The ease with which the Metropolitan of Lacedaemon could intervene 
with the Patriarch on various issues, together with his inclusion in delega- 
tions sent to the Emperor, makes quite possible that the Metropolitan of 
Lacedaemon had managed to secure this exceptionally lofty rank by the 
Patriarch. Otherwise, it is reasonable to assume that bestowing of this excep- 
tionally lofty rank could be ordered by the Emperor. If, indeed, the Emperor 
had bestowed upon him this privilege, then it is obvious that either the 
Emperor wanted to assist a prelate of the patriarchal entourage, or Metro- 
politan Methodius maintained access to the imperial entourage. Regard- 
less, however, who granted to him such exceptionally loft rank, it is 
unknown whether Methodius joined these due to his participation in the 
Byzantine delegation that would travel to Italy to negotiate with the Roman 
Catholic clergy the Union of Eastern and Western Christianity.? 

Despite the fact that Metropolitan Methodius was a member of the Patri- 
arch's entourage and held a prestigious rank, there is no indication in the 
sources available that he took any active part in the theological debates with 
the delegates of the Roman Catholic Church. Still, the pertinent evidence 
does yield some incidental yet invaluable information as to the stance 
maintained by the Metropolitan of Lacedaemon, during the talks between 
members of the Orthodox delegation as to whether they should accept or 
reject the Filioque.* 

The talks on the Filioque issue went on for a long time during the first 
six months of 1439 and were the main concern of the Orthodox mission 
given that reaching a final settlement on that topic was considered the pre- 
requisite towards accomplishing the true union of the two Churches. In their 
effort to lift the impasse of the endless discussions and arrive at the coveted 
union, Byzantine pro-union delegates decided to stress the alleged harmony 
existing between the Fathers of the Church. They argued that, if both the 
Orthodox and Roman Catholic holy fathers were inspired by the Holy 
Sprit, then, they could not be all that wrong in what they maintained about 
the Holy Spirit proceeding from the Father, even if their opinions were 
formulated differently. To that purpose, pro-union prelates spared no effort in 
trying to prove that stating that the Holy Spirit proceeded a filio corresponded 


33 On changes of the ranks of some prelates due to their participation at the Byzantine 
delegation, see KOLDITZ, Bessarion und der griechische Episkopat [see n. 18], pp. 53 ff. 

33 Acta Graeca [see n. 16], p. 436 (line 8); SYROPOULOS, Mémoires [see n. 12], pp. 420 
(line 7), 420 (line 10), 420 (line 14), 428 (lines 14-15), 444 (line 18), 446 (line 26) - 448 
(line 1). 
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to stating that the Holy Spirit proceeded per filium and, therefore, both state- 
ments firmly supported the same dogmatic truth.** 

However, that effort also led to never-ending and often heated debates 
among the members of the Orthodox delegation. During those meetings, the 
Metropolitan of Lacedaemon appeared to side with the view that the formu- 
lation decreeing that the Holy Spirit preceded a filio corresponded to the 
formulation that the Holy Spirit proceeded per filium.’ Actually, Silvester 
Syropoulos, while describing one of those interminable meetings, shows 
Metropolitan Methodius to have been the one who conceived the proposal 
to have the scribes vote together with the prelates so as to enable the 
adoption of those two formulations by the Orthodox delegation.? By means 
of that proposal, the Metropolitan of Lacedaemon managed to broaden, 
however irregularly, the voting process to include individuals who were 
thoroughly controlled by the Emperor and the Patriarch. It was in that man- 
ner that the Orthodox delegation ultimately succeeded in overcoming the 
reactions of the anti-unionists prelates and in adopting the correspondence 
between the two formulations. 

Additionally, it appears that his pro-union stance brought him in direct 
conflict with the Metropolitan of Ephesus, Mark Eugenicus (1437-1445), 
one of the leading anti-union prelates. The relevant information is drawn 
exclusively from the memoirs of Syropoulos where Metropolitan Methodius 
15 cited as having confronted the Metropolitan of Ephesus not by means of 
theological arguments but by threats and scathing comments.?" Moreover, 
Syropoulos's memoirs also cite another noteworthy incident along the same 
lines. During one of the many meetings the Orthodox delegation held 
to decide on whether its members should accept or reject the Filioque, 
the Metropolitan of Ephesus argued that Roman Catholics were heretics. 
On hearing that claim, the Metropolitan of Lacedaemon and the Metropoli- 
tan of Mytilene Dorotheus became infuriated to the point that they nearly 
came to blows with the Metropolitan of Ephesus.?? Despite the fact that the 


34 For a brief yet thorough presentation of the talks on whether to accept the Filioque 
and the conditions under which the Byzantine delegation accepted it, see A. E. SIECIENSKI, 
The Filioque History of a Doctrinal Controversy, Oxford-New York, 2010, pp. 151-172; 
L. CHITARIN, Greci e Latini al Concilio di Ferrara-Firenze (1438-1439), Bologna, 2002, 
pp. 109-146. 

35 Acta Graeca [see n. 16], p. 436 (line 8); SYROPOULOS, Mémoires [see n. 12], pp. 420 (line 7), 
420 (line 10), 420 (line 14), 428 (line 14-15), 444 (line 18), 446 (line 26) — 448 (line 1). 

36 SYROPOULOS, Mémoires [see n. 12], pp. 420 (line 7), 420 (line 10), 420 (line 14), 428 
(lines 14-15). 

37 SYROPOULOS, Mémoires [see n. 12], pp. 420 (line 7), 420 (line 10), 420 (line 14), 428 
(lines 14-15). 

38 SYROPOULOS, Mémoires [see n. 12], p. 444 (lines 17-23): Εὐθὺς οὖν θυμοῦ πλήρεις 
γίνονται 6 τε Μιτυλήνης καὶ ó Λακεδαιμονίας καὶ λέγουσι: Καὶ τίς ἄνθρωπος ei σὺ καὶ λέγεις 
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incident is recorded solely by the pen of an anti-union prelate and thus it is 
likely no more than an exaggeration, it is evidence of the turmoil and tensions 
prevalent between the pro-union and anti-union members of the Orthodox 
delegation.?? 

In any case, the behavior of Metropolitan Methodius confirms, above all, 
his being on the side of the staunchly pro-union prelates of the Byzantine 
delegation. Therefore, it is not surprising that Metropolitan Methodius, 
according to the testimony in Acta Graeca, at the request of the Patriarch 
and accompanied by eminent and avowed pro-union prelates, paid a visit to 
the Emperor. The purpose behind that visit, which took place barely a few 
weeks before the signing of the Florentine Decree, was to threaten the 
Emperor that, unless the agreement on the reunion of the two Churches were 
signed, he and the other pro-union prelates would join the Roman Catholic 
Church.^? 

The pro-union stance adopted by the Metropolitan of Lacedaemon may 
be easily interpreted using the rationale that a clerical of the Patriarch's 
personal entourage could not act differently since the Patriarch had adopted 
a similar stance*! It is also quite likely that the Metropolitan of Lacedaemon, 
behind his action of fervently supporting a potential union between Eastern 
and Western Christianity, glimpsed an opportunity to amass as many privileges 
as he could for his metropolitan seat. After all, his path alongside that of the 
Patriarch's had already secured him a rather elevated hierarchal rank and, 
possibly, other privileges as well. If the rationale above corresponds to real- 
ity, then, it stands to reason that the Metropolitan of Lacedaemon meant to 
further his prestige by means of proactively championing the potential union 
of Eastern and Western Christianity. 


τοὺς Λατίνους αἱρετικούς; Καὶ ἀνέστησαν ἐνώπιον τοῦ πατριάρχου καὶ ἐγγύτερον γενόμενοι τοῦ 
Ἐφέσου ἀδεῶς ὁμοῦ τε καὶ ἀναιδῶς ἔβαλλον αὐτὸν λόγοις καὶ σκώμμασιν: Καὶ ἕως πότε 
ἀνεξόμεθα σιωπῶντες, τοιαῦτα σοῦ λέγοντος, ἔφασκον, καὶ μονονοὺκ ὀδοῦσι καὶ χερσὶν ὥρμων 
διασπαράξαι αὐτόν. For details on the Metropolitan of Mytilene Dorotheus, an ardent pro- 
unionist, see I. M. FOUNTOULIS, O Μυτιλήνης Δωρόθεος και y σύνοδος Φερράρας — Φλωρεν- 
τίας, in Αἰολικὰ Χρονικά, 6 (2004), pp. 107-113; PLP, n? 5929; V. LAURENT, A propos de 
Dorothée métropolite de Mytiléne, in REB, 9 (1951), pp. 163-169. 

39 For details on the overall climate of tensions and turmoil between the prelates who 
participated in the Council, see P. GOUNARIDIS, Πολιτικές διαστάσεις της Συνόδου Φερράρας- 
Φλωρεντίας, in Θησαυρίσματα, 31 (2001), pp. 115 ff. 

40 Acta Graeca [see n. 16], p. 425 (lines 5-14): [...] ὥρισεν (the Patriarch) ἵνα ἀπέλθωμεν 
εἰς τὸν βασιλέα ὁ Ρωσίας, ὁ Νικαίας, ó Λακεδαιμονίας καὶ ó Μιτυλήνης. Καὶ δὴ ἀπελθόντες où 
μόνον τὰ τοῦ πάπα ἀνέφερον αὐτῷ, ἀλλὰ καὶ πολλὰ τοῦτον ἠνάγκασαν περὶ τῆς ἑνώσεως μετὰ 
τῶν ἄλλων εἰπόντες καὶ τοῦτο αὐτῷ ὅτι ἐὰν ἡ βασιλεία σου οὐ θέλει ἑνωθῆναι, ἡμεῖς ἑνούμεθα 

^! For details on the stand of Patriarch Joseph II on the union of Eastern and Western 
Christianity, see A. ACCONCIA LONGO, Giuseppe II Patriarca di Costantinopoli, in P. Vrti (ed), 
Firenze e il concilio del 1439. Convegno di studi. Firenze, 29 novembre-2 dicembre 1989, 
Firenze, 1994, pp. 861-871, where earlier bibliography is also cited. 
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Ultimately, following their endless and often raging disputes on doctrine 
and a succession of humiliating concessions to the pressing demands of the 
Roman Catholics, the majority of the Orthodox delegation conceded to the 
Union of Eastern and Western Christianity. On July 5, 1439, the Council's 
Decree for Union was signed by the majority of the Orthodox delegation as 
well as by the delegates of the Roman Catholic Church.? The Emperor 
signed first, ahead of the other members of the Orthodox delegation. The 
representatives of the Patriarchates of the East and the remaining members 
of the Orthodox delegation followed suit.“ As corroborated by all of the 
extant manuscripts regarding the Decree and by the copy of the Decree in 
Acta Latina, the Metropolitan of Lacedaemon was the ninth person to 
sign the Decree immediately following Metropolitan of Nicomedia Maka- 
rios (1437-1465) and preceding Metropolitan of Turnovo Ignatius (1437- 
1464/5).4 

Although Metropolitan Methodius did sign the Florentine Decree, he did 
not include next to his signature his honorary title and privilege of being the 
holder of the rank of the Metropolitan of Nicomedia, a rank which, according 


2 Acta Camerae Apostolicae et Civitatum Venetiarum, Ferrariae, Florentiae, lanuae de 
Concilio Florentino, ed. G. HOFMANN (Concilium Florentinum: documenta et scriptores, ser. A, 
v. 3, fasc.1), Roma, 1950, pp. 68-79. 

55 Acta Camerae [see n. 41], pp. 77 (line 20) - 79 (line 12). 

4 Acta Camerae [see n. 41], p. 78 (line 1): ὁ ταπεινὸς μητροπολίτης Λακεδαιμονίας Μεθό- 
διος ὑπέγραψα. It should be noted that the signature of Metropolitan Methodius is absent from 
the copy of the Decree in GILL, Acta Graeca [Acta Graeca [see n. 16], p. 468]. It is also absent 
from the copy of the Decree included in the memoirs of Fantinus Vallaresso on the Council's 
proceedings [FANTINUS VALLARESSO, Archiepiscopus Cretensis, Libellus de Ordine Genera- 
lium Conciliorum et Unione Florentina, ed. B. SCHULTZE (Concilium Florentinum Documenta 
et Scriptores: Series B, v. Il, fasc. II), Roma, 1944, p. 104]. On the contrary, the signature of 
Metropolitan of Lacaedemon Methodius is displayed in both the copy of the Decree in Acta 
Latina [Acta Latina [see n. 17], p. 265 (line 28): “Methodius humilis archiepiscopus Lacede- 
moniensis subscripsi” ] and the one in the memoirs of Ioannes de Torquemada o.p. [IOANNES 
DE TORQUEMADA 0.p., Cardinalis Sancti Sixti, Apparatus Super Decretum Florentinum Unionis 
Graecorum, ed. E. CANDAL (Concilium Florentinum Documenta et Scriptores: Series B, v. IL, 
fasc. I), Roma, 1942, p. 119 (line 14): “Methodius humilis archiepiscopus Lacedemoniensis 
subscripsi" ]. It is likely that the absence of the signature of the Metropolitan of Lacedaemon 
on the copies of the Decree included in some sources may be owed to the fact that, for some 
reason, Metropolitan Methodius did not sign the copies found in those sources. It is well 
known that many of the members of the Eastern Orthodox delegation signed all four — or five, 
according to some citations — original copies of the Decree with extreme reluctance. As a 
matter of fact, Grigorios Melissenos (aka Strategopoulos), subsequently Ecumenical Patriarch 
Gregory III of Constantinople, the last Patriarch before the Fall (1453), refused to sign alto- 
gether; see S. L. VARNALIDIS, Γρηγόριος ο I", ο τελευταίος πατριάρχης Κωνσταντινουπόλεως 
πριν ano την Άλωση (1453) καὶ y φιλενωτική πολιτική του (Βυζαντινὰ κείµενα καὶ μελέται, 30), 
Thessaloniki, 2001, pp. 46-47, where the relevant bibliography is also cited. Moreover, 
researchers have discovered a number of differences between and among signatures of the 
Orthodox delegation in the extant manuscripts of the Decree. On that issue, see J. DARROUZES, 
in RACP, I, 7, p. 48. 
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to Acta Graeca, the Metropolitan of Lacedaemon was already in possession 
of during the celebrations surrounding the inaugural meeting of the Coun- 
cil's proceedings (April 9, 1438). Despite the fact that the information on 
the rank of the Metropolitan of Lacedaemon in Acta Graeca is not corrob- 
orated by any other sources, including the corresponding excerpt in Acta 
Latina," it is still possible that Metropolitan Methodius had indeed been 
honored by that privileged rank. That premise is based on the fact that 
Methodius signed after the Metropolitan of Nicomedia Makarios and before 
the Metropolitan of Turnovo Ignatius who, according to Acta Graeca, held 
the same rank with Metropolitan Methodius, i.e., that of the Metropolitan of 
Nicomedia." The fact that two prelates had been honored with the same 
rank (especially when there was an archpriest active at the ecclesiastical seat 
whose hierarchical rank they held) comes to further corroborate that premise 
since few similar cases also arose during the late byzantine period.^? 
Whatever the case may have been, it is well corroborated that, ultimately, 
Metropolitan Methodius reneged on his signature. The information comes 
from one and only one source: an undated handwritten note by Gennadios 
Scholarios (ca. 1400-1473).? This handwritten note may be considered as 
dated shortly after the death of Theodore Xanthopoulos (1452/3), Grand 
Skevophylax of Church of Constantinople, since it contain reference to him 
as deceased.% It contains information in synoptic form on the stance main- 
tained by approximately thirty of the Orthodox delegation's members after 
their departure from Italy and return to Constantinople (February 1440). The 
list includes mostly names of prelates who vacillated and, therefore, were 
undecided. It also contains the names of prelates who signed the Florentine 


45 Acta Graeca [see n. 16], p. 12 (lines 26-28): [...] ὁ {ακεδαιμονίας, καὶ τὸν τόπον ἐπέχων 
τοῦ Νικομηδείας, κύρις Μεθόδιος |...]. 

46 Acta Latina [see n. 17], p. 265 (line 28): Methodius humilis archiepiscopus Lacedemo- 
niensis subscripsi. 

47 Acta Graeca [see n. 16], p. 12 (lines 26-29): [...] ó {ακεδαιμονίας, καὶ τὸν τόπον ἐπέχων 
τοῦ Νικομηδείας, κύρις Μεθόδιος: ὁ Τορνόβου, καὶ τὸν τόπον ἐπέχων τοῦ Νικομηδείας, κύρις 
Tyvatiog [...]. 

48 CHATZIANTONIOU, O μητροπολίτης Θεσσαλονίκης [see n. 26], p. 284. 

4 GENNADE SCHOLARIOS, Note sur les signataires grecs du décret d'union de Florence, ed. 
L. PETIT — X. A. SIDERIDES — M. JUGIE, Œuvres complètes de Gennade Scholarios, Ul, Paris 
1930, pp. 194-195. For Gennadios Scholarios and his positions to the Union, see M.-H. Blan- 
chet, Georges-Gennadios Scholarios (vers 1400 - vers 1472). Un intellectuel orthodoxe face à 
la disparition de l'Empire byzantin (Archives de l'Orient chrétien, 20), Paris, 2008, pp. 251 ff. 

50 SCHOLARIOS, Note sur les signataires [see n. 48], p. 195 (line 11): Ὁ μέγας σκευοφύλαξ, 
αἰφνιδίως ἡρπάγη θανάτῳ, ἀρξάμενος μετανοεῖν. On the dating of this note, see M.-H. BLANCHET, 
Les divisions de l'Église byzantine aprés le concile de Florence (1439) d'aprés un passage 
des Antirrhétiques de Jean Eugénikos, in B. DoUMERC - C. PICARD (eds), Hommage à Alain 
Ducellier: Byzance et ses périphéries, Toulouse, 2004, p. 24, n. 31. For Theodore Xantho- 
poulos, see PLP, n? 20817. 
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Decree reluctantly and a few names of avowed pro-unionists. The name of 
the Metropolitan of Lacedaemon Methodius is among those last and is 
accompanied by the notation that, ultimately, he had had a change of heart.°! 

Although the list of the Council members on that note is far from com- 
plete, Metropolitan Methodius is the only one amongst pro-union clerics who 
is actually cited as having denounced the Florentine Decree.’ Undoubtedly, 
the inclusion of his name amongst the clergymen who changed their mind 
does impress, given the particularly fervent, pro-union stance he maintained 
throughout the Council's proceedings. It is indeed odd that the prelate who 
nearly struck Metropolitan of Ephesus Marcus eventually accepted the argu- 
ments of the anti-unionists and denounced the Florentine Decree. Equally 
peculiar is the fact that, while in certain texts of contemporary anti-union 
literature special mention is made of those prelates who eventually changed 
their mind, no mention whatsoever is made of the Metropolitan Methodius.** 
Given that the prelate is essentially the only one amongst the dedicated 
pro-unionists who is actually recorded as having had a change of heart, the 
absence of his name from contemporary scholarly treatises is unusual. 

In any case, the data available are so scant as to afford little opportunity 
for probing into the reasons why the Metropolitan of Lacedaemon changed 
his course on the issue of the union of the two Churches. Given what is 
known of his person, it is highly unlikely that the Metropolitan Methodius 
critically and maturely reviewed anti-union arguments and then proceeded 
to change his stand. On the contrary, it is far more plausible that he 
denounced the Decree after carefully weighing the situation that had been 
taking shape in ecclesiastical circles in Constantinople. In the latter case, 
the Metropolitan of Lacedaemon's change may be attributed to either secular 
reactions against the Florentine Decree or to the conditions which became 
prevalent in the Empire's ecclesiastical scene after the appointment of 
Metrophanes II as Patriarch of Constantinople. 


5! SCHOLARIOS, Note sur les signataires [see n. 48], p. 195 (line 3): Ὁ Λακεδαιμονίας 
μετενόησεν. 

32 Tt should be noted that the note supplies information on the following, pro-union prelates: 
Gregory Melissenos (aka Strategopoulos), Great Protosyncellus; Metropolitan Isidore of Kiev; 
Metrophanes II, Metropolitan of Cyzicus first, then Patriarch of Constantinople; Bessarion, Met- 
ropolitan of Nicaea; Methodius, Metropolitan of Lacedaemon; and Dositheus, Metropolitan of 
Mytilene. The note also cites Pachomius, Hegumen of the Monastery of St. Paul, as the cleric 
who remained loyal to the Florentine Decree. The Metropolitan Methodius is the only one in 
the note who is mentioned as having changed his mind after signing the Florentine Decree 
[SCHOLARIOS, Note sur les signataires [see n. 48], pp. 194 (lines 11-13), 194 (lines 16-17), 194 
(lines 21-23), 194 (lines 24-25), 195 (line 2), 195 (line 3), 195 (line 19)]. 

53 Indicatively, see BLANCHET, Les divisions de l'Église byzantine [see n. 49], pp. 24-26. 
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The laity, at least in Constantinople, reacted rather lukewarmly against 
the Union.** That does not necessarily mean that such an event raised no 
reactions at all. For instance, Syropoulos describes a number of incidents 
which show that the average individual residing in Constantinople avoided 
contact with pro-union members of the clergy.** Still, in no way did reac- 
tions against the Union lead to any serious secular uprising against the estab- 
lished Church as they did in the late thirteenth century against the union 
policy of Emperor Michael VIII Paleologus. In that particular case, monks 
would go door to door advocating complete abstinence from anything entail- 
ing the established Church.? Be that as it may, the awe of potential secular 
reactions was clear and present.°’ Nevertheless, no pro-union prelate is cited 
as having been confronted by the ire of his flock to the point of resigning 
from his seat and leaving public life behind.* Therefore, it is rather doubt- 
ful that Metropolitan Methodius changed his mind on the Union for fear of 
secular reactions. 

On the other hand, it is well known that the demise of Patriarch Joseph II 
but a few weeks before the signing of the Florentine Decree triggered friction 
amongst pro-union clerics before they returned from Italy to Constantinople. 
There were those who argued that the Metropolitan of Kiev Isidorus (1385- 
1463) should be the one to be elected patriarch and those who rallied round 
the Great Protesyncellus Gregory Melissenos (aka Strategopoulos) (early 
fifteenth century — 1459).?? The Metropolitan of Kiev was known for having 
set his sights on the patriarchal throne. On the contrary, it is unclear whether 
Melissenos was interested in becoming patriarch or simply sought to maintain 
his position and, subsequently, his sphere of influence.9? Whatever the case 
may have been, Melissenos was the one who eventually managed not only 
to control procedures but also to convince the Emperor not to appoint a 
patriarch while in Italy. Once the Byzantine delegation had returned to Con- 
stantinople, Melissenos was the one who orchestrated the election of the new 


54 On this matter, see G. DEMACOPOULOS, The popular Reception of the Council of Florence 
in Constantinople 1439-1453, in St. Vladimir's Theological Quarterly, 43 (1999), pp. 37 ff; 
BLANCHET, De la contestation à la scission [see n. 6], pp. 93 ff. 

55 Indicatively, see SYROPOULOS, Mémoires [see n. 12], p. 556 (lines 1-20). 

36 D. M. Nicol, The Byzantine reaction to the Second Council of Lyons, 1274, in Studies 
in Church History, 7 (1971), pp. 113-146. 

57 Indicatively, see GOUNARIDIS, Πολιτικές διαστάσεις της Συνόδου [see n. 38], pp. 125- 
126. 

38 BLANCHET, De la contestation à la scission [see n. 6], pp. 105 ff. 

3% For details on the conflict between the two camps on the issue of who should ascend to 
the patriarchal throne, see VARNALIDIS, Γρηγόριος ο I” [see n. 43], pp. 44-46. 

60 For details on the intentions of Gregory Melissenos (aka Strategopoulos) on this issue, 
see VARNALIDIS, Γρηγόριος o I” [see n. 43], p. 44. 
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Patriarch Metrophanes II (1440-1443), a rather moderate pro-union prelate.‘! 
It appears that Melissenos had begun playing a far more leading role in the 
ecclesiastical stage than that that he had had before the Council, since the 
most prominent pro-union prelates (Isidore of Kiev and Bessarion of Nicaea) 
lived and operated away from Constantinople after the Council.” 

On the basis of the above, it would be rather enticing to argue that the 
Metropolitan of Lacedaemon had made such choices as to find himself in 
the opposite camp than that of Melissenos's. In the case that this premise is 
valid, it would be reasonable to assume that the Metropolitan of Lacedae- 
mon was led to ecclesiastical and political isolation? and, consequently, was 
forced to take the steps necessary in protecting himself and safeguard his 
privileges. If this rationale corresponds to true events, then, the denounce- 
ment of the Florentine Decree by the Metropolitan of Lacedaemon may have 
constituted a desperate act by that fervent yet already isolated pro-union 
prelate to survive both politically and ecclesiastically. 

In any case, it is unlikely that Methodius was persecuted or ousted from 
his position due to his about-face, given that no evidence exists that any 
of the prelates who reneged on their signature were subjected to any such 
treatment.“ One way or another, Metropolitan Methodius did not continue 
to hold his ministry in his province for long, if he ever did return to it: a 
document dated August 1442 provides evidence that the ministry of the 
Metropolis of Lacedaemon during that time period was held by some Met- 
ropolitan named Matthew.‘ As it is certain that the possibility of his having 
been removed from power or from his seat does not arise, it is far more 
likely that Metropolitan Methodius had either passed away or had resigned 


9! VARNALIDIS, Γρηγόριος o I” [see n. 43], pp. 44-46, 52-54. On Patriarch Metrophanes II 
of Constantinople, see PLP, n° 18069; N. B. ΤΩΜΑΔΑΚΗΣ, Μιχαήλ Καλοφενᾶς Κρής, Mytpo- 
φάνης Β΄ καὶ ἡ πρὸς τὴν ἔνωσιν τῆς Φλωρεντίας ἀντίθεσις τῶν Κρητῶν, in EEBS, 21 (1951), 
pp. 119-124; GIOVANNI EUGENICO (7), Lettera d'invettiva contro il patriarca Metrofane II, a 
cura di A. CORCELLA (Hellenica, 57), Alessandria, 2015, pp. 8-9. 

9? VARNALIDIS, Γρηγόριος o T” [see n. 43], p. 52. 

63 The imperial and patriarchal authorities sponsored on a variety of issues Dorotheus, 
Metropolitan of Monemvasia, who had signed the Florentine Decree. Is it possible that such 
sponsorship was an indication of the political and ecclesiastical isolation of the Metropolitan 
of Lacedaemon, given that the data available confirm that the Metropolises of Monemvasia 
and Lacedaemon remained rivals throughout the late Byzantine period? For details on the 
sponsorship of the Metropolitan of Monemvasia by the imperial and patriarchal authorities 
during the patriarchy of Metrophanes II, see H. A. KALLIGAS, Byzantine Monemvasia. The 
Sources, Monemvasia, 1990, p. 253; for the rivalry between the two metropolises, see 
VACHAVIOLOS, H μητρόπολη Λακεδαιμονίας [see n. 31], pp. 111-117, where earlier, relevant 
literature is also cited. 

64 BLANCHET, De la contestation à la scission [see n. 6], pp. 105 ff. 

85 C, PAVLIKIANOV, Unknown document of the Metropolitan of Lakedaimon, Matthew, pre- 
served in the Archbishopric of Ochrid (1442), in Βυζαντινά, 33 (2013-2014), p. 106 (line 12). 
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from his metropolitan throne at some point after his return to Constantinople 
in February 1440 and before August 1442. In the case that Metropolitan 
Methodius had not expired but had merely stepped down from his ecclesi- 
astical throne, it is difficult to argue that his resignation was owed to any 
reactions by his flock against his having signed the Florentine Decree. 
On the contrary, it is far more likely that his decision to resign was a 
conscious choice of his, not unlike a valiant exodus from the ecclesiastical 
and political exclusion into which he had been led, following the ascent of 
Metrophanes Metropolitan of Cyzicus on the patriarchal throne. 

In any case, although information on the participation of the Metropolitan 
of Lacedaemon Methodius in the Council is inadequate, the little there is 
does indicate that the prelate had played an essential role in specific moments 
of the inter-orthodox negotiations on whether or not to accept the Orthodox 
delegation the Filioque and that Methodius may be characterized as some- 
one with a rather elastic and, therefore, changeable ecclesiastical conscience. 
It is precisely that flexibility of conscience of his that led him without hes- 
itation to supporting a potential union of the two Churches as long as it 
served his own vested interests. And although he was never involved in any 
essential way in the theological negotiations of the Council, he did participate 
several times with exceptional fanaticism in the heated debates on doctrine 
with the leader of the anti-unionists. However, that did not stop him when 
he later returned to Constantinople from reneging on his signature with the 
same ease that he had placed it on the document of the Florentine Decree: 
the new circumstances were calling on him to change camps. It is possible 
that the balances created amongst the members of the pro-union side led to 
his political and ecclesiastical exclusion and, consequently, to his having 
had to rethink his stand. In any case, under those conditions, it is evident 
that the Metropolitan of Lacedaemon is a prime example of those prelates 
and ecclesiastical officials who participated in the Council's proceedings 
with a view to furthering their own personal agenda. Driven by their personal 
conflicts and opportunism, they spent their time inventing inconsequential 
strategies so as to champion their own causes. 


Dimitrios Th. VACHAVIOLOS 
Mystras 


dimvachaviolos@outlook.com 


6 For details on that group of clerics and their stand during the Council’s proceedings, see 
GOUNARIDIS, Πολιτικές διαστάσεις της Συνόδου [see n. 38], pp. 118-123; T. KIOUSOPOULOU, 
Βασιλεύς ἡ Οικονόμος. Πολιτική Εξουσία και Ιδεολογία πριν την Άλωση. Athens, 2007, pp. 65-66. 
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RÉSUMÉ 


Cet article étudie le róle qu'a joué Méthode, métropolite de Lacédémone, 
au cours des travaux du Concile de Ferrare-Florence. Bien qu'on ne sache pas 
grand-chose à ce propos, il est toutefois clair que son róle a été essentiel pour une 
partie des négociations inter-orthodoxes, notamment sur la question de savoir si la 
délégation orthodoxe devait accepter le Filioque oui ou non. En général, le compor- 
tement de Méthode confirme, avant tout, son appartenance à la délégation byzantine 
qui était fermement en faveur de l'union des deux Églises. Malgré cela, à son 
retour à Constantinople, il revenait sur sa signature avec la méme aisance avec 
laquelle il l'avait mise sur le document du Décret Florentin. Il semble que de nou- 
velles circonstances l'aient incité à changer de camp. 


THE EARLY CHRISTIAN HISTORY OF ΤΗΕ BLACK SEA 
GOTHS IN THE LIGHT OF NEW GOTHIC INSCRIPTIONS 
FROM CRIMEA 


In memoriam Sergei R. Tokhtasiev (1957-2018) 


Our recent publication of five Gothic graffiti from Mangup basilica! in the 
Southwest Crimea received substantial academic feedback? that helped us 
not only to clarify several questioned points regarding these finds, but also 
to obtain information about other, not yet published inscriptions in Crimea 
that upon closer examination might prove to be Gothic. One of these, a 
very short inscription from Bakhchysarai, in our opinion provides another 
remarkable example of Gothic/Greek bilingualism among the Crimean 
Goths and may have a direct bearing on the history of Christianity in Crimea. 

That the Goths inhabiting the mountainous part of Crimea were Nicaeans 
(“Orthodox”) and not Homoians (“Arians”)? from the late 7" century 
onwards is unanimously testified to by contemporaries, the earliest source being 
the Acts of the Quinisext Council (691/692 C.E.) signed by the Orthodox 


! The results of the project Models of Representation of the Past in the Middle Ages and 
Early Modern Period carried out within the framework of the Basic Research Program at the 
National Research University Higher School of Economics (HSE) in 2019 are presented in 
this work. 

A. YU. VINOGRADOV — M. I. KOROBOV, Gotskie graffiti iz Mangupskoj baziliki, in Srednie 
veka, 76(3-4) (2015), pp. 57-75; M. Κοκοβον — A. VINOGRADOV, Gotische Graffito-Inschrif- 
ten aus der Bergkrim, in Zeitschrift für deutsches Altertum und deutsche Literatur, 145(2) 
(2016), pp. 141-157. 

? A. QUAK, De ontbrekende schakel: Nieuwe Gotische teksten gevonden op de Krim, in 
Madoc: Tijdschrift over de Middeleeuwen, 30(3) (2016), pp. 130-135; D. A. SALYGA, K voprosu 
ο pismennosti krymskich gotov, in Materialy po archeologii, istorii i étnografii Tavriki, 21 
(2016), pp. 312-316; Η. F. NIELSEN, The phonological systems of Biblical Gothic and Crimean 
Gothic compared, in 1. KRÜGER — V. BUSCH — K. SEIDEL — CH. ZIMMERMANN — U. ZIMMER- 
MANN (eds), Die Faszination des Verborgenen und seine Entschlüsselung — Radi sar kunni: 
Beiträge zur Runologie, skandinavistischen Mediävistik und germanischen Sprachwissenschaft, 
Berlin — Boston, 2017, pp. 277-290; M. A. KURYSEVA — B. L. FONKIC, K paleograficeskoj 
interpretacii greceskich graffiti Mangupskoj baziliki, in Srednie veka, 78(3) (2017), pp. 167- 
179. 

3 Here and onwards our use of the terms “Arian” as well as “Homoian”, as applied to the 
non-Nicene subordinationalistic creed of the Goths of the 4" — 6" centuries, is purely conventional. 
For current scholarly discussion of the matter, see especially the contributions by K. SCHÄFER- 
DIEK, Ulfila und der sogenannte gotische Arianismus, and S. PARVIS, Was Ulfila Really a 
Homoian? , in G. M. BERNDT — R. STEINACHER (eds), Arianism: Roman Heresy and Barbarian 
Creed, Farnham — Burlington (VT), 2014, pp. 21-44, 49-66. 
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Bishop of “Cherson of Doras” (Χερσῶνος τῆς Δόραντος) Georgios* whose 
ecclesiastical jurisdiction extended over Dory (Aópv)? — land of the Crimean 
Goths mentioned by Procopius (De aed. III. 7. 13). On the other part, we 
know next to nothing about their creed before that date. Scholars mostly fall 
back on Procopius' statement concerning the Goths of the Asiatic Bosporus: 
“Now as to whether these Goths were once of the Arian belief, as the other 
Gothic nations are, or whether the faith as practised by them has shewn 
some other peculiarity, I am unable to say, for they themselves are entirely 
ignorant on this subject..." (De bell. VIII. 4. 11)°. The way Christianity 
came to the Goths of the Mountainous Crimea is indeed obscure. In theory, 
there are up to four possibilities as to how it happened: 1) via an Imperial 
mission; 2) from their Greek neighbours, since, as we remember, the land 
of Dory until the early 8" century was subordinate to the bishopric of Cher- 
son (ancient Chersonesus)’; 3) from the Bosporan Goths who did have their 
own bishopric since no later than the first half of the 6^ century (Procopius, 
De Bell. VIII. 4. 9-12)*; 4) through an Arian baptism, along with most 
Goths of the West in Wulfila's time (340-380's), and a subsequent conver- 
sion to Nicaeanism. 

The latter, ostensibly the least plausible scenario?, demands a reevaluation 
after the find of the Gothic graffiti from Mangup basilica dated to the second 
half of the 9% — first half of the 11" centuries and written in the alphabet 
which, as is currently accepted!%, was devised by the Arian bishop Wulfila 
specifically for the purpose of translating the Scriptures and liturgy into the 
language of his new converts from among the Goths of the Lower Danube. 
Furthermore, the near identity between the language of the graffiti and that 
of the Gothic Bible translation strongly suggests that the Psalm 76, 14-15 
inscribed on the fragment from Mangup is in fact a direct quotation of Wul- 
fila's text. Does it follow, then, that the Crimean Goths, being Orthodox 
from the start, were simply adapting the Arian Bible translation of Wulfila!! 


^ H. ΟΗΜΕ, Das Concilium Quinisextum und seine Bischofsliste: Studien zum Konstantinopeler 
Konzil von 692 (Arbeiten zur Kirchengeschichte, 56), Berlin - New York, 1990, p. 151 (Nr. 50). 

5 Attempted etymologies were collected in A. A. VASILIEV, The Goths in the Crimea 
(Monographs of the Medieval Academy in America, 11), Cambridge (MA), 1936, pp. 52 ff. 

6 Procopius’ History of the Wars, with an English translation by H. B. DEWING, V, London — 
Cambridge, 1962, pp. 84-87. 

7 A. AJBABIN, Archäologie und Geschichte der Krim in byzantinischer Zeit, Mainz, 2012, 
p. 196. 

* See also below. 

? Presented i.a. in J. B. BURY, A History of the Later Roman Empire: From Arcadius to 
Irene (395 A.D. to 800 A.D.), I, Cambridge, 1889 (2015), p. 470. 

10 SCHÄFERDIEK, Ulfila [see n. 3], pp. 30-31. 

1! See, e.g., the Homoian-spirited version of Phil 2, 6 in which Greek ἴσα ‘equal’ is rendered 
with Gothic galeiko ‘similar’, whereas elsewhere in the corpus Gr. ἴσος equals Go. ibna(leiks), 
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pasa 2 ee Cas = ware, 
/ = AAA a 
= ae Marie Ee FIV XV AA sp 


4 


Fig. 1. Mil'ter's diary entry of 1972 (courtesy of S. Kharitonov). 


to their needs, or is this a real vestige of Arianism once professed in the 
Southwest Crimea? This rather puzzling question may be answered, at least 


and Gr. ὅμοιος — Go. galeiks (W. STREITBERG, Gotisches Elementarbuch (Germanische Biblio- 
thek, 1, 1), 5. u. 6. Aufl., Heidelberg, 1920, pp. 19-20. The critique is summed up in C. FAL- 
LUOMINI, The Gothic version of the Gospels and Pauline Epistles: Cultural Background, Trans- 
mission and Character (Arbeiten zur neutestamentlichen Textforschung, 46), Berlin — Boston, 
2015, p. 15). Cf. the contrasting use of the two lexemes in Skeireins, a Gothic-language com- 
mentary on the Gospel of John: Sk 5, 22 “... teaches us to offer «the Son» not the same (ibnon) 
but a similar (galeika) honor"; Sk 5, 26 "Through that He designates not equal (ibnaleika) 
but similar (galeika) love" (transl. by J. W. MARCHAND, see also B. WOLFE, Germanic Lan- 
guage and Germanic Homoianism, in Arianism [see n. 3], p. 199). One might wonder whether 
Phil 2, 6 was ever redacted by Gothic Nicaeans to make it conform with their creed. 


500 ANDREY YU. VINOGRADOV - MAKSIM I. KOROBOV 


in part, if we take a closer look at what we think is a new monument of 
written Gothic from Crimea. 

In 1972 LEON Yu. MIL’TER, a lecturer in German philology at Leningrad 
State University who lived his last years in Bakhchysarai, took notice and 
made a sketch drawing of two ancient graffiti carved on a rock surface in 
Cürük-Su valley, at the height of 1,2 metres from the ground as it is nowadays". 
This rock (now opposite 55 and 57 Gasprinskogo street, Bakhchysarai) lies 
on the northern side of an ancient road leading from the late medieval 
Dormition Monastery and the old Crimean Tatar capitals Cufut-Qale 
(Qirq- Yer) and Salacıq to the new (since 1532 Ο.Ε.) residence of the khans 
in Bakhchysarai. The graffito to the left (fig. 2) is reminiscent of a Crimean 
Tatar tamgha (the so-called taraq tamğa or “the trident of Girays”)'°, yet 
lacking the typical serifs; to the right of it and a little lower is an inscription 
carved in the same technique and consisting of three (MIL”TER erroneously 
counted four) letters, each ca. 12 — 14 centimetres tall. The letters are 
fairly deep, made of round bores subsequently joined with thick lines, and 
despite being partially eroded can be confidently identified as Σ, O, and I 
(fig. 3a, b). The sigma is peculiar in that its shape is rather zigzag-like, with 
the outer hastae drawn at right angles. The theta has its circle disjointed both 
above and below (visually, it represents two round “brackets” facing one 
another, with a short stroke or point between them)!*. There is a slightly 
concave horizontal stroke over the final iota. 

The shapes of sigma and theta as described above are absolutely foreign to 
Byzantine script and never attested in the Greek epigraphic material from 
Medieval Crimea!*, yet they find remarkable parallels in Wulfila’s alphabet 
which, as the recently found Gothic graffiti from Mangup testify, was in 
use in Crimea up to the mid-9" — early 11" centuries. The variant of the 
Gothic alphabet which surfaces both in Mangup and now in Bakhchysarai 
differs from the better known variant of Codex Argenteus in that it retains a 
few archaic traits and is found as such also in several Gothic manuscripts 


12 The information about MIL'TER (t 1975) and his find, of which there is a contemporary 
diary entry with a sketch of the graffiti and an attempt at decipherment (fig. 1), were kindly 
brought to our attention by our colleague SERGEY V. KHARITONOV (Maloe Sadovoe, Crimea), 
who contacted him in person in 1972. We inspected the rock de visu in 2016. At present, the 
surface with the graffiti is notably weathered and partially overlaid with a red-painted Cyrillic 
inscription left by a modern visitor. 

13 First attested in Crimea in the early 15 century (E. Yu. GONCHAROV, The history of 
"the Giray's tamga" before the Girays, in IV International Numismatic Symposium "Pontic 
Money-Changer: Money of the Local Market". Proceedings of a conference, Sevastopol, 2016, 
pp. 22-23). 

14 Initially taken by MIL’TER to be K or C, and backwards E (3). This is a bit surprising, 
since it was him who first suggested that the letters might be Wulfilian Gothic. 

15 http ://iospe.kcl.ac.uk/corpora/byzantine/introduction.html#IV-2- 
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BA LY "M = Vea Sm 


Fig. 2. Bakhchysarai tamgha (photo by the authors). 


(exhibiting a particular affinity to the script of Codex Ambrosianus B and 
its subgroup). Its distinctive features include the e-like /s/ (the so-called 
“E-type”)!? and the disjointed form of /Iv/ (which in CA and related mss. 
are mostly identical to majuscule Latin /s/ and Greek /0/ respectively)". The 


16 W, BRAUNE, Gotische Grammatik mit Lesestücken und Wörterverzeichnis (Sammlung 
kurzer Grammatiken germanischer Dialekte, A 1), 20. Aufl., neu bearb. von F. HEIDERMANNS, 
Tübingen, 2004, pp. 19-21; FALLUOMINI, The Gothic version of the Gospels [see n. 11], p. 20. 

7 While many scholars agree that the shape of Gothic /Iv/ derives from Greek theta (so 
does e.g. M. SNÆDAL, Gothic Contact with Latin: “Gotica Parisina” and Wulfila's Alphabet, 
in 1. O. ASKEDAL — H. F. NIELSEN (eds), Early Germanic Languages in Contact (NOWELE 
Supplement Series, 27), Amsterdam — Philadelphia, 2015, pp. 102-103), there is no consensus 
as to the reasons for this choice. For alternative opinions, see J. W. MARCHAND, The Sounds 
and Phonemes of Wulfila's Gothic (Janua Linguarum, Series Practica, 25), The Hague, 1973, 


502 ANDREY YU. VINOGRADOV - MAKSIM I. KOROBOV 


b > My Ln. “ΝΗ 


Fig. 3. Bakhchysarai inscription: 
a. Photo by L. Mil'ter (1972; courtesy of S. Kharitonov); 
b. Photo by the authors (2016). 


p. 22; R. J. E. D'ALQUEN, Gothic "ai" and "au": a possible solution (Janua Linguarum, 
Series Practica, 151), The Hague, 1974, pp. 45-46; N. WAGNER, Das “Iv” im gotischen Alpha- 
bet, in Zeitschrift für deutsches Altertum und deutsche Literatur, 115(2) (1986), pp. 143-150; 
an overview of other suggestions by F. D. RASCHELLA, Vulfila e il “fuþark” : la componente 
runica dell'alfabeto gotico, in V. D. CORAZZA — R. GENDRE (curatori), ΥΠ Seminario avanzato 
di filologia Germanica. Intorno alla "Bibbia" gotica (Bibliotheca Germanica. Studi e testi, 
21), Alessandria, 2008, pp. 31-32 (n. 78). That the X-type is more conservative is universally 
agreed upon; therefore, the disjointed, (-) or (-)-shaped variant of /Iv/ is to be credited with 
an older age, too, perhaps representing the original design by Wulfila. Incidentally, this 
accords nicely with F. CERCIGNANI (The Elaboration of the Gothic Alphabet and Orthography, 
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Fig. 4. Samples of /s/ from Mangup graffiti (1.2 above, 1.4 below). 


Mangup graffiti, which observably were written by at least two different 
hands, exhibit two variant forms of /s/: one drawn with rounded strokes and 
a pronounced slant to the right (fig. 4) thus coming closest to its form in the 
2-type mss., and the other (found exclusively in graffito 1.1), less sloping, 
with straight strokes and sharp angles, having more of a “zigzag” appearance 
(fig. 5) — not unlike what we see in the short inscription from Bakhchysarai. 
The same graffito L1 gives us the only example of the letter /hv/ (the initial 


in /ndogermanische Forschungen, 93 [1988], p. 177) suggesting the derivation of Wulfilian 
/to/ from runic /h/. But, whatever its origin, its association with Greek theta based on some 
graphic similarity between them must have been increasing over time, hence the form of /Iv/ 
with a full-drawn circle in the later S-type of the alphabet. What we see in Mangup and 
Bakhchysarai inscriptions is a vestige of an earlier stage of this development, with an accom- 
plished convergence of /Iv/ with theta (see below), yet before its graphic assimilation to the 
latter. 
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Fig. 6. /h/ in Mangup graffiti (1.1). 
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Fig. 7. First four lines of Mangup graffito L1 with the acrostic. 


letter of line 1). The upper part of the letter is weathered, and in its lower 
part we clearly see an interruption of the line (fig. 6), thereby obtaining one 
more parallel to the 2-type script as attested in mss. and the inscription of 
Bakhchysarai. 

Although the latter inscription cannot be precisely dated on the palaeo- 
graphic basis, its adjacence to the Crimean Tatar tamgha, the same technique 
of carving in both, and the absence of any other graffiti on the rock might 
argue in favour of its late medieval provenance, moving it closer to the time 
of Busbecq's account". In this case it would represent the latest known 
monument of the Gothic writing in Crimea. 

The enigmatic three-letter sequence ΣΘΙ cannot be explained as a word 
of either Greek or Gothic, nor can it be taken as a meaningful number, in 
spite of the horizontal stroke over its final letter. However, the stroke like 
this could also serve to mark abbreviations, as it actually does in the Man- 
gup graffiti”. In this case we may correlate the inscription to an acrostic 
found in the four initial lines of the Gothic graffito I.1 from Mangup which 
we think contains the Greek formula O(£0)2 Ἰ(ησοῦ)Σ “God Jesus” written 
in Gothic letters (fig. 7), with /Iv/ of the first line acting as Greek theta due 


18 A list of some eighty words and a song (cantilena) preserved in a letter by Ogier Ghise- 
lin de Busbecq written in 1562 has been the only extant record of Gothic in Crimea until the 
discovery of the Mangup graffiti. 

1? KOROBOV — VINOGRADOV, Gotische Graffito-Inschriften [see n. 1], p. 152 (the writing of 
nomina sacra: g(u)p (1.1), f(rauj)a (1.2 and 1.4)). 
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Fig. 8. Epitaph of Banpharex (photo by the authors). 


to their graphic similarity??. The acrostic was most probably intended by the 
writer who divided the phrase into lines in disaccord to its syntax. In Latin 
transcription, it runs as follows: 


1. was g(u)p mikils 
who (is a) god (so) great 
2. swe g(u)p unsar pu 
as god ours thou 
3. is g(u)b waurkjands 
art (the) god working 
4. sildaleika [...] 
wonders 


Accordingly, the Bakhchysarai inscription can be interpreted as a similar 
Greek formula Σ(ωτὴρ) (sóc) Ἰ(ησοῦς) “Saviour God Jesus”. Formulas 
like this, apparently offshots of the better known Ἰ(ησοῦς) Χ(ριστὸς) Θ(εοῦ) 
Y(ioóc) Σ(ωτήρ), are indeed attested in the Early Byzantine epigraphic corpus, 
e.g. Χριστέ, 6 Θεὸς Σωτήρ (Beth-Shean, Israel)?!, Χριστέ, ó Θεὸς ὁ 
Σωτήρ (Salamine on Cyprus)”, [Ἰ(ησοῦς) Χ(ριστὸς)] Σ(ωτὴρ) Ἡ(μῶν) 


20 Κοκοβον — VINOGRADOV, Gotische Graffito-Inschriften [see n. 1], pp. 145-146, 148 
(Anm. 31). 

21 G., M. FITZGERALD, A Sixth-Century Monastery at Beth-Shan (Scythopolis), Philadelphia, 
1939, p. 14. 

22 J, POUILLOUX - P. ROESCH — J. MARCILLET-JAUBERT, Salamine de Chypre, XIII. Testimo- 
nia Salaminia 2. Corpus épigraphique, Paris, 1987, p. 238 (Nr. B). 
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(near Anazarbos, Cilicia)?, and even an almost identical one: 6 Σ(ωτήρ) 
Θ(εὸς) Ἰη(σοῦς) (graffito on a late antiquity lamp from Corinth)". Our 
conclusion so far is that the rock inscription in Bakhchysarai was written by 
a person who was literate both in the locally practised variant of Wulfila's 
alphabet and in Greek acronyms, the bilingualism of the Crimean Goths 
being evidenced by Busbecq's account and the graffiti of Mangup, to which 
the inscription from Bakhchysarai is particularly close. 

If that be true, we face a remarkable phenomenon: two similar Greek 
Christological formulas written down with analogous letters of the Gothic 
alphabet, and that with a distance of ca. 500 years between them. Such 
formulas in Crimean inscriptions of Gothic provenance can hardly be 
anything else than a repercussion of Nicene polemics aimed at Homoian 
doctrine that viewed the Son as subordinate to God the Father. Nicaean vs 
Homoian disputes among the Black Sea Goths could be of current interest 
immediately after most of the Goths on the Lower Danube had converted to 
Arianism championed by Wulfila, while Theophilus, an earlier bishop of 
Gothia (Γουτθία)”, was a signatory of the Acts of Nicaea?. With their 
departure from Danubian areas to the West the space for polemics, though 
much decreased, did not disappear overnight: an Arian bishopric endured in 
Constantiniople until the early 6" century”, and Theodoric, the Arian king 
of the Ostrogoths, maintained relations with their Crimean kinsmen?*. In the 
Middle Byzantine period and down to the Late Middle Ages, when the 
dogmatic conflict had long lost its topicality (since there were no Arian 
Goths left), formulas like “Jesus (is) God" or “Saviour God (is) Jesus" 
could probably persist, by inertia, as markers of the Orthodox identity of the 
Crimean Goths. These are not per se a proof of their original Nicaeanism, 
yet they deepen its timeline as far as the 6" century at minimum. 

Nonetheless, the fact that the Crimean Goths did in a yet unknown way 
adopt Wulfila's alphabet and Bible translation and kept them in use for a 
long period seems to speak for their close familiarity with cultural traditions 


23 G. DAGRON — D. FEISSEL, Inscriptions de Cilicie (Travaux et Mémoires du Centre de 
Recherche d'Histoire et Civilisation de Byzance. Collége de France. Monographies, 4), Paris, 
1987, p. 194 (Nr. 114). 

24 J, WISEMAN, The Gymnasium Area at Corinth, 1969-1970, in Hesperia: The Journal of 
the American School of Classical Studies at Athens, 41(1) (1972), p. 31 (Nr. 23). For correc- 
tions see PHI6 Database, Hsp 41:31,23. 

25 V, RUGGIERI, The IV Century Greek Episcopal Lists in the Mardin Syriac 7 (olim Mar- 
din Orth. 309/9), in OCP, 59 (1993), p. 342. 

26 On Theophilus: Parvis, Was Ulfila Really a Homoian? [see n. 4], pp. 56-57; SCHÄFER- 
DIEK, Ulfila [see n. 3], p. 24 (who argues against his coming specifically from Crimean Gothia). 

27 R. W. MATHISEN, Barbarian Bishops and the Churches “in Barbaricis Gentibus" during 
Late Antiquity, in Speculum 72(3) (1997), pp. 675-677. 

28 H. WOLFRAM, History of the Goths, transl. by ΤΗ. J. DUNLAP, Berkeley — Los Angeles — 
London, 1990, pp. 79, 279. 
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of the Arian Goths. However, an Arian baptism of the Goths of the South- 
west Crimea in the 340 — 380's may be ruled out by archaeological evidence 
which dates their Christianisation to a time after the middle of the 51: cen- 
tury: Germanic cremation burials on Chernaya river associated with the 
Goths are discontinued precisely around this time, and the earliest burials in 
the Mountainous Crimea containing Christian paraphernalia come from the 
first half of the 6" century”. In the Southwest Crimea as a whole, in contrast 
to the East Crimea and the Asiatic Bosporus (see below), Christianity in its 
Nicene form was decisively established only in the 380's, during the reign 
of Theodosius P^, and probably even later so along the South Coast. 

The use of the Arian-inspired Bible translation and alphabet by Gothic 
Nicaeans might likely have its origin in John Chrysostom's efforts at 
conversion of those Goths who stayed behind in the East, to Nicaeanism. 
On the one hand, he dispatched at least two missions: one to certain “Scyth- 
ian nomads encamped along the Danube" (Theodoret, Hist. Eccl. V. 31)?! 
and the other, headed by "admirable" (θαυμάσιος) bishop Unila and his 
unnamed successor, to the community of Γοτθία (Ep. ad Olymp. IX. 5). 
On the other hand, according to Theodoret (Hist. Eccl. V. 30), “he assigned 
a church* in Constantinople (St. Paul) to Nicene Gothic clerics where bib- 
lical excerpts and sermons were read out in Gothic (PG 63, 499), and where 
he did occasionally participate himself in liturgies and preaching, “using an 
interpreter who was skilled in both languages, and he got other good speak- 
ers to do the same”*. In our opinion, it were the fruits of this project at 
“Nicaeanisation” of the Gothic Bible and church service that were imported 
(rather than created from scratch) by the Crimean Goths either directly from 
Constantinople with its rather populous Gothic presence throughout the 
Early Byzantine period, or via some of their Nicene kinsmen: from the 
Lower Danube where the Orthodox church service in Gothic was practised 
down to the 9" century”, or from the Asiatic Bosporus where an Orthodox 
bishopric existed before the mid-6" century. 


2 AJBABIN, Archäologie und Geschichte der Krim [see n. 7], pp. 75-76. 

30 C, ZUCKERMANN, The Early Byzantine Strongholds in Eastern Pontus, in TM, 11 (1991), 
pp. 527-554; A. VINOGRADOV, Die Geschichte einer Stadt, zweimal neu geschrieben: diokle- 
tianische und konstantinische “ Altertümer” aus Chersones, in W. KOFLER — A. NOVOKHATKO 
(eds), Verleugnete Rezeption. Fülschungen antiker Texte, Freiburg, 2017, pp. 167-182. 

31 Tt should be noted, however, that Theodoret's νομάδες Σκύθαι may be referring rather 
to the Huns, see e.g. E. A. THOMPSON, Christian Missionaries among the Huns, in Hermathena, 
67 (1946), pp. 73-79. 

32 MATHISEN, Barbarian Bishops [see n. 27], pp. 674-675. 

33 Walahfrid Strabo's Libellus de exordiis et incrementis quarundam in observationibus 
ecclesiasticis rerum, transl. and comm. by A. L. HARTING-CORREA, Leiden, 1996, p. 72. 
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The community Unila and his successor were appointed to must have 
been located either on the Lower Danube (in the bishopric of Theophilus, 
Wulfila, and Selenas), given that Chrysostom's Γοτθία and Γουτθία in the 
Acts of Nicaea were one and the same, or somewhere at Bosporus, in the 
vicinity of Panticapaeum (which had already had a resident bishop back in 
325 C.E.). This would account for the Gothic missionaries’ double desti- 
nation: Unila, “sic Γοτθίαν”, and his successor “sic τὸν Böonopov”*, 
However, a complete lack of Germanic cremation burials in the Bosporus 
(European as well as Asiatic) may be indicative of an earlier Christianisa- 
tion of the Goths within the Bosporan Kingdom and on its borders. It seems 
to imply that the objective of the mission was not primary conversion of these 
Goths to Christianity, but rather and specifically their Nicaeanisation. Indeed, 
a delay in sending the new Nicene bishop to Bosporus due to winter storms 
was seen by John Chrysostom as a "catastrophe" (Ep. ad Olymp. IX. 5). 

We would also like to draw attention to two Christian Greek epitaphs from 
Panticapaeum. One of them (fig. 8), dated palaeographically to the 4" cen- 
tury C.E., belonged to a burial vault on the North slope of Mithridates Hill, 
with burials of Bosporan nobility and high-ranking dignitaries nearby?". The 
name of the deceased is written as Βανφαρηξ which we think might be 
Gothic, ending in -reiks (cf. Go. reiks = Gr. ἄρχων “ruler”), a fairly popular 
second element in Germanic bipartite personal names. Alternatively, ῥήξ 
might be a title?*, in which case Βανφα is comparable to PN Wamba (Go. 
wamba f. = Gr. γαστήρ, κοιλία ‘belly, womb’)*?. 


34 On the discussion: MATHISEN, Barbarian Bishops [see n. 27], pp. 671-672. “Eig τὸν 
Βόσπορον” here must be referring to the Bosporan kingdom rather than the city of Bosporos- 
Pantikapaion, which enters historical records (as ñ Βόσπορος f.) only from the 6" cen- 
tury onwards, see A. VINOGRADOV, When Pantikapaion became Bosporos?,in ΧΕΡΣΩΝΟΣ 
OEMATA X, Sevastopol, 2018, pp. 49-52. Moreover, the apposition of εἰς τὰ µέρη ἐκεῖνα, 
"into those parts", might even suggest that the Christian Goths of Bosporus were living outside 
the political borders of the Kingdom. 

35 M. ΚΑΖΑΝΟΚΙ, Les antiquités germaniques de l'époque romaine tardive en Crimée et 
dans la région de la mer d'Azov, in G. R. TSETSKHLADZE (ed), Ancient West and East, Leiden 
— Boston, 2002, pp. 393-441; M. B. SCUKIN — M. KAZANSKI — O. SHAROV, Des les Goths aux 
Huns: le nord de la mer Noire au Bas-Empire et a l'époque des grandes migrations (British 
Archaeological Reports International Series, 1535), Oxford, 2006, pp. 83-104. 

36 TOSPE? V 272, electronically published at http://iospe.kcl.ac.uk/5.272.html. 

37 Including those of apparently non-Greek origin, e.g. comes Sauagas (a Sarmatian, appli- 
cably Alanic name) and his wife Phaeisparta (IOSPE? V 305) buried in 491 — 492 C.E. 

38 Either Greek (LAMPE, Lexicon, p. 1216, s.v.) or Gothic, cf. its use by Chrysostom 
(Ep. ad Olymp. IX. 5) with reference to a Black Sea Gothic ruler (τοῦ ῥηγὸς τῶν Γότθων). 
On Go. reiks corresponding to and eventually synonymised with Gr. ῥήξ and Lat. rex in the 
Migration period: Η. WOLFRAM, Gotische Studien: Volk und Herrschaft im frühen Mittelalter, 
München, 2005, pp. 77-78, 141-142. 

39 H. REICHERT, Lexikon der altgermanischen Namen (Thesaurus Palaeogermanicus, 1,1), 
1. Teil: Text, Wien, 1987, s.v. Among several bearers of the name was the Visigothic king 
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Fig. 9. Epitaph of Abika (photo by the authors). 


The second epitaph (fig. 9)*°, dated by palaeography between the 4" and 
the 6" centuries, attests another non-Greek name, Αβικα, which might 


Wamba (672-680), probably given it as a nickname (“Big Paunch", WOLFRAM, History of the 
Goths [see n. 28], p. 463 (n. 326)). Chronologically relevant examples of /β/ standing for 
anlaut pre-vocalic [w]-sound in non-Greek proper names and appellatives are found in build- 
ing inscriptions from Cherson: IOSPE? V 5 (392 — 393 C.E.) Φλ(αβίου) Bitov; IOSPE? V 6 
(487 — 488 C.E.) βικαράτου. Writing /v/ instead of /μ/ before labials both in foreign and native 
words is a pervasive scribal habit attested elsewhere in Greek (examples are many). The only 
formal problem is /p/ in place of expected /β/ which in the 4" century Greek retained a plosive 
pronunciation after nasals (G. HORROCKS, Greek: A History of the Language and its Speakers, 
2nd ed., Chichester, 2010, p. 170). On the plosive character of Gothic post-consonantal /b/: 
BRAUNE, Gotische Grammatik [see n. 16], pp. 64-65. Perhaps the overall foreignness of the 
name could play a part in the carver's choice here, as well as a desire to differentiate between 
[w] and [b] in writing. 
40 JOSPE? V 296, electronically published at http://iospe.kcl.ac.uk/5.296.html. 
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equally be Gothic: *Abika (a hypocoristic form of a bipartite name with Go. 
aba = Gr. ἀνήρ ‘man, husband” as its first element)*!. If the names in the 
epitaphs are indeed Gothic, they would provide additional dating evidence 
for the early Christianisation of the Bosporan Goths. 

Later, in 547 — 548 C.E., according to Procopius (De Bell. VIII. 4. 12), 
the Tetraxite Goths from the Asiatic Bosporus petitioned Justinian, “begging 
him to give them a bishop; for the one who had been their priest? had died 
not long before and they had learned that the emperor had actually sent a 
priest to the Abasgi”*. Such a direct appeal to Constantinople shows that 
this Gothic bishopric was independent from the see of Bosporus (whose 
Metropolitan status is first mentioned in 536 C.E.)**. Importantly, Gothic 
was still spoken on the Asiatic Bosporus in the 6" century: the anonymous 
Periplus Ponti Euxini (mid-6" — mid-9" century) makes a mention of certain 
“Eudusianoi” (Εὐδουσιανοί) living in an area from Εὐδουσία”, i.e. Sindian 
harbour (modern Anapa) to Pagrae (near modern Gelendzhik) and speaking 
“Gothic and Tauric” (τῇ Γοτθικῇ καὶ Ταυρικῇ χρώμενοι γλώσσῃ)". 

Summing up, we suggest that the first Gothic Christians on the North 
shore of the Black Sea were the Goths of Bosporus. We do not know 
whether they were originally baptised into Arianism or only subject to 
Homoian influence, but it is very likely that in the late 4^ century John 
Chrysostom tried to include them within the scope of his Nicaeanisation 
campaign. The Goths of the land of Dory, i.e. of the South and Southwest 
Crimea, must have converted later, after the mid-5th century: the newly 
discovered acronymised anti-Arian Christological formulas written in letters 


^! Germanic parallels (OHG Abbico, Abbeco et sim.) in E. FÓRSTEMANN, Altdeutsches 
Namenbuch, 1. Band, Personennamen, 2. Aufl., Bonn, 1900, pp. 10-11. For the rendering 
of Gothic intervocalic /b/ denoting a bilabial spirant (BRAUNE, Gotische Grammatik [see 
n. 16], p. 64) with /ß/ in Greek, cf. examples from Procopius: Γιβίμερα, Γιβαμοῦνδος for 
names with the first element Go. giba = Gr. δῶρον, δόσις et syn. “gift” (M. SCHÓNFELD, 
Wörterbuch der altgermanischen Personen- und Völkernamen [Germanische Bibliothek, 1, 
4], Heidelberg, pp. 107-108, 110). Cf. also the hypocoristic form Gevica (Ennodius, Ep. III. 
20) « Go. *Gibika, following the same derivational pattern as *Abika in our epitaph (SCHÓN- 
FELD, ibidem, p. 107). 

2 The term ἱερεύς in Early Byzantine Greek covered several ranks of clergy, including 
bishops (LAMPE, Lexicon, pp. 669-670, s.v.). 

43 Transl. by H. B. DEWING [see n. 6], p. 87. 

4 ACO, III, Berlin, 1940, pp. 27, 155, 171. 

^5 Likely identical with Εὐλυσία (Procopius, De Bell. VIII. 4. 7) contiguous to the Tetraxite 
Goths. 

^6 A. DILLER, The tradition of the minor Greek geographers (Philological monographs, 14), 
New York — Lancaster — Oxford 1952, pp. 111, 130; see also http://referenceworks.brillonline. 
com/entries/fragmente-der-griechischen-historiker-v/anonymi-periplus-ponti-euxini-2037- 
a2037#JCV TEXT_2037_F_64. The “Tauric” language here is most probably Alanic, as we read 
in the same text: τῇ Ἀλανικῇ ἤτοι τῇ Ταυρικῇ διαλέκτῳ (DILLER, ibidem, p. 133). 
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of the Gothic alphabet point to a Nicene influence coming in all likelihood 
from Bosporus. But unlike their Bosporan kinsmen, the Crimean Goths were 
not given a bishop of their own and stayed subordinate to the powerful Church 
of Cherson until the early 8' century when the authonomous archbishopric 
of Gothia (Γοτθία) was established in the Southwest Crimea, probably after 
the pogrom of Cherson by Justinian II in 711 C.E.“ 
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SUMMARY 


The paper discusses a previously unpublished rock inscription found in Bakhchys- 
arai, Crimea, which contains an acronymised Greek formula “Σωτὴρ Θεὸς Ἰησοῦς” 
arguably written by a person literate both in Greek and Wulfilian Gothic. The 
analysis of the inscription not only offers some fresh insights into Gothic palaeogra- 
phy, but, backed by the recently published Gothic graffiti from Mangup, new ono- 
mastic data from Panticapaeum and a critical reevaluation of the written sources, 
also permits broader inferences to be made on important aspects of Christianisation 
of the Goths of the Black Sea. Regarding the latter, the authors suggest that the first 
Gothic Christians on the North shore of the Black Sea were the Goths of Bosporus. 
It is not known whether they were originally baptised into Arianism or only subject 
to Homoian influence, but it is very likely that in the late 4" century John Chrysos- 
tom tried to include them within the scope of his campaign of “Nicaeanisation”. 
The Goths of the South and Southwest Crimea must have converted later, after the 
mid-5th century: the newly discovered acronymised anti-Arian Christological for- 
mulas written in letters of the Gothic alphabet point to a Nicene influence coming 
in all likelihood from Bosporus. But unlike their Bosporan kinsmen, the Crimean 
Goths were not given a bishop of their own and stayed subordinate to the powerful 
Church of Cherson until the early 8% century when the authonomous archbishopric 
of Gothia (Γοτθία) was established in the Southwest Crimea. 


47 See S. ALBRECHT, Das Blutbad von Cherson, in J. DRAUSCHKE — E. KISLINGER — 
K. KÜHTREIBER — Th. KÜHTREIBER — G. SCHARRER-LISKA — T. VIDA (eds.), Lebenswelten 
zwischen Archäologie und Geschichte — Festschrift für Falko Daim zu seinem 65. Geburtstag 
(Monographien des RGZM, 150), Mainz, 2018, pp. 607-616. 


RUND UM DEN ANONYMUS TREU (PAR. SUPPL. GR. 607A): 
EINE VERWIRRENDE ECKE IM STEMMA VON 
IOHANNES LYDOS, PERI MENON* 


I. Die Ausgangslage 


In der unterdessen hundertzwanzigjáhrigen, massgeblichen wissenschaft- 
lichen Ausgabe von Iohannes Lydos' Peri menön diskutiert der Herausgeber 
Richard Wünsch in der praefatio eingehend die verschiedenen Überlie- 
ferungszeugen dieses nicht vollständig erhaltenen Werks. Grossen Raum 
nehmen dabei Kurztraktate ein, die der Par. suppl. gr. 607A sowie in Teilen 
auch eine grosse Zahl weiterer Handschriften bieten und die Wünsch als 
Gruppe behandelt und auf der linken Seite seines Stemmas von einem 
verlorenen archetypus codicum excerptorum abhängen lässt.! Gesondert von 
dieser Gruppe behandelt Wünsch eine Passage in der Chronik des Georgios 
Kedrenos, die zumindest teilweise gleichfalls aus Peri menön zu schöpfen 
scheint.? Sie wurde von Albrecht Berger ebenfalls mit dem Par. suppl. gr. 607A 
in Verbindung gebracht, weshalb sie hier auch besprochen wird.? 

Diese Ecke des Stemmas von Peri menón sieht bei Wünsch wie folgt aus:* 


Lydos Peri menon 


p udi 


archetypus 
codicum excerptorum 


\ 


archetypus archetypus » 
tractatus de bisexto tractatus Plinii . 


ο ο 


Georgios 
Suda Tischendorf R Patria Kedrenos 


* Ich danke den anonymen Gutachtern von Byzantion für ihre Kritik. Meine Forschung 
wurde grosszügig unterstützt durch ein Marie Sklodowska-Curie-Fellowship des Fonds Weten- 
schappelijk Onderzoek Vlaanderen und des EU-Forschungsprogramms Horizon 2020 (grant 
agreement no. 665501). 

ΕΒ. WÜNSCH, Joannis Lydi liber De mensibus, Leipzig, 1898, S. X-XXIX. Wir verwenden 
für Peri menön auch die Abkürzung men. (= De mensibus). Die beiden anderen beinahe voll- 
ständig erhaltenen Werke von Lydos sind: Peri exüsiön (= De magistratibus = mag.) und Peri 
diosemeiön (= De ostentis = ost.). 

? Wünsch, ibidem, S. XLVIII-L. 

3 A. BERGER, Georgios Kedrenos, Konstantinos von Rhodos und die Sieben Weltwunder, 
in Millennium, 1 (2004), S. 235f., 242. 

^ Wir geben hier einen Ausschnitt aus dem Stemma in WÜNSCH, De mensibus [wie Anm. 1], 
S. LXXIII, der unseren Zwecken angepasst vereinfacht worden ist. Drei Punkte = weitere 
Quellen oder Textzeugen, die wir hier nicht besprechen. 
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Dieser Aufsatz will zwei Fragestellungen beantworten: 

1.) Sind Wünschs Entscheidungen vertretbar, Text, der in diesen Über- 
lieferungszeugen enthalten ist, in seinen Text von Peri menön aufzunehmen 
oder nicht? 

2.) Bietet Wünschs Stemma ein plausibles Erklärungsmodell für die 
Beziehungen zwischen den Überlieferungszeugen? 


Im Zusammenhang mit dem Text von Peri menön werden die folgenden 
Siglen für Texttraditionen gebraucht, die in diesem Aufsatz nicht weiter vor- 
gestellt werden: 


B (Barb. gr. 194; 1480er-Jahre), der einzige unabhängige Textzeuge der 
B-Tradition 

H (Berol. Ham. 555; um 1333), der einzige unabhängige Textzeuge der 
H-Tradition 

P (Par. gr. 1630; 2. Viertel 14. Jh.), der codex unicus der P-Tradition 

S (Scorial. ®.III.11; Mitte 14. Jh.), der codex unicus der S-Tradition 

Y, die von Maximos Planudes um 1300 begründete Exzerpttradition? 


II. Der Par. suppl. gr. 607A (R) 


Der Par. suppl. gr. 607A (R) enthält eine Sammlung profaner Kurztrak- 
tate: 10. Jh.;° Pergament; ff. V--86--IIT';* 1-10* (ff. 1-80), 11? (ff. 81-84), 


5 S. zu B: E. ZINGG, La tradizione B (Barb. gr. 194) di Giovanni Lido, Sui mesi [in Vorberei- 
tung], zu H und P: IDEM, The Fragments of John Lydus, On the Months, Preserved in Anastasius 
Sinaites and John Sardianus (Lyd. mens. 2.2, 2.6, 2.9, 3.4, 3.11, and 3.12), erscheint in Bsl, 77 
(2019), zu S: IDEM, Aus einer spáten neuplatonischen Schrift — Echte und angebliche Exzerpte aus 
Iohannes Lydos, De mensibus 3,8; 3,12; 4,7 und 4,36-38 in drei Handschriften des 14. Jh. (Ang. 
gr. 29, Par. gr. 2381, Scorial. ®.III.11), erscheint in RM, zu Y: WUNSCH, ibidem, S. LII-LIX. 

6 Die Datierung ist communis opinio seit H. OMONT, Inventaire sommaire des manuscrits grecs 
de la Bibliothéque nationale, Paris, 1888, III, S. 283. Präzisierungen bei P. GOUKOWSKY, Trois 
nouveaux extraits d'Appien, in C. BRIXHE (Hrsg.), Hellenika symmikta. Histoire, linguistique, 
épigraphie II (Études d ‘archéologie classique, 8), Nancy, 1995, 63 (1. Hälfte 10. Jh., doch ledig- 
lich unter Berufung auf eine unvollständig zitierte und daher nicht überprüfbare Stelle bei Charles 
Graux), M. L. AMERIO, Un nuovo frammento dei Πάτρια Κωνσταντινουπόλεως, in Invigilata 
Lucernis, 29 (2007), S. 9 (1. Hälfte 10. Jh.; ohne weitere Begründung), A. ΝΕΜΕΤΗ, /mperial 
Systematization of the Past. Emperor Constantine VII and His Historical Excerpts, unpubl. 
Diss., Budapest, 2010, 32f. (Beginn 10. Jh.), P. ODORICO, Du premier humanisme à l'encyclopé- 
disme : une construction à revoir, in B. FLUSIN — J.-C. CHEYNET (Hrsg.), Autour du Premier 
humanisme byzantin & des Cinq études sur le XI* siécle, quarante ans aprés Paul Lemerle 
(TM, 21/2), Paris, 2017, S. 41 (Mitte 10. Jh.; ohne weitere Begründung), P. MANAFIS, The 
Excerpta Anonymi and the Constantinian Excerpts, in Bs/, 75 (2017), 251f. (2. Hälfte 10. Jh.). 

7 Haar- liegt auf Haar- und Fleisch- auf Fleischseite beginnend mit einer Fleischseite. 

* Durchgängige, korrekte Foliierung durch «Konstantinos Minas» in roter, fast pinker 
Tinte mit arabischen Ziffern in der rechten oberen Ecke. Auf den letzten beiden folia fehlt 
diese und wurde mit Bleistift nachgetragen. Auf f. 1r ist in der gleichen Tintenfarbe wie die 
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12! (ff. 85-86);? 185 x 130 mm; blind liniiertes Schriftfeld 130 x 71 mm 
mit 20 Zeilen pro Seite nach System 1 und Typ 20D1 Leroy — Sautel; !° roter 
Ledereinband der Bibliothèque nationale mit Titel Antiquitates Byzan- 
tinae" und Datierung “Gardien 1873" in Goldprägung auf dem Rücken. 
R wurde von einer Kalligraphenhand mit dunkelbrauner Tinte und ohne 
Rubrizierungen in einer Minuskel mit Anleihen bei der minuscule bouletée 
und einigen eingestreuten Maiuskeln im Haupttext sowie einer Auszeich- 
nungsmaiuskel in den Überschriften kopiert.!! 

Konstantinos Minas (1788-1859) brachte die Handschrift von einer Reise 
nach Athen, Konstantinopel, Thessalonike, Serres sowie dem Athos (1840- 
1843) nach Paris, doch ist unbekannt, zu welcher Bibliothek sie vorher 
gehörte hatte.'? Nach Minas’ Tod wurden die Bücher vom franzöischen Bil- 
dungsministerium beschlagnahmt und gelangten 1864 in die Bibliothéque 
nationale.'? 


Paginierung oben auf der Seite “IE”, die alte Signatur der Bibliothek des Minas, eingetragen, 
vgl. H. OMONT, Minoide Mynas et ses missions en Orient (1840-1855), in Mémoires de 
l'Académie des Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres, 40 (1916), S. 416. 

? Die Einbindung von ff. I-V und P-IIP ist mir nicht klar. Es handelt sich um Blätter 
unterschiedlicher Qualität (die Spiegelbezüge sind marmoriert), die anlässlich der Restaurie- 
rung der Handschrift 1873 hinzukamen. Ich beginne die Záhlung der Lagen erst mit dem alten 
Pergamentteil der Handschrift. Eine alte Lagenzáhlung ist nur in der oberen rechten Ecke auf 
f. 25r zu sehen auf dem ersten Recto von 4* in der gleichen braunen Tinte wie der Haupttext: 
δ᾽. Durchgängige jüngere Lagenzáhlung durch «Konstantinos Minas» in roter Tinte jeweils 
in der linken unteren Ecke des ersten folium einer Lage. Die Lage 12! wurde, wie auch schon 
die entsprechenden Seiten, nicht gezählt. Die Pergamentqualität dieser Doppelseite fällt ab, 
ihre Aussenseiten sind nicht beschriftet, die Innenseiten weisen noch die Reste eines sich über 
beide Seiten erstreckenden purpurfarbenen Rahmens auf, dessen innere Fläche zumindest 
stellenweise golden bemalt war. Die Bemalung wurde jedoch weitgehend abgeschabt. Es ist 
eher unwahrscheinlich, dass diese Doppelseite zum ursprünglichen Bestand der Handschrift 
gehörte. Zumindest war sie früher nicht an ihrem heutigen Ort am Ende der Handschrift ein- 
gebunden, da sie anders als die Ränder von f. 84v keine Spuren von Feuchtigkeit aufweist. 

10 Das Manuskript ist nicht aufgeführt in J.-H. SAUTEL, Répertoire de réglures dans les 
manuscrits grecs sur parchemin (Bibliologia, 13), Turnhout, 1995, s. jedoch M. L. AGATI, 
La minuscola “bouletee” (Littera antiqua, 9), Rom, 1992, S. 300. Die Schrift sitzt auf der Mitte 
der eingeritzten Linien. 

1! Vgl. etwa das Maiuskelgamma auf f. 80v,17 oder das eigentümliche Maiuskelbeta, bei 
dem der obere Bogen ganz klein ist und am obersten Ende der senkrechten Haste aufsitzt, auf 
f. 81r,2.7.15 sowie allgemein zur Schrift ibidem, S. 299f. 

12 Vgl. OMONT, Minoide Mynas [wie Anm. 8], S. 340-347. R ist beschrieben in Minas” 
Rapport an den ministre de l'instruction publique vom 5.1.1844, publiziert in ibidem, S. 389 
Nr. 17. Zu den Varianten von Minas” Namen vgl. G. KUTZAKIOTIS, Ἡ βιβλιοθήκη τοῦ K. Μηνᾶ 
Μηνωΐδη στὶς Σέρρες (1815-1819) καὶ ἡ τύχη της, in Eranistis, 23 (2001), S. 219 Anm. 1. 

13 Vgl. OMONT, Minoide Mynas [wie Anm. 8], S. 349-351. Die Besitzverhältnisse sind in 
R durch zwei Stempel dokumentiert: Auf ff. 1r, 84r ein schwarzer Stempel von Minas (vgl. 
den gleichen Stempel im Par. suppl. gr. 1256, f. Ir und dazu CH. ASTRUC — M.-L. CONCASTY, 
Catalogues des manuscrits grecs. Troisième partie: Le supplément grec. Tome III: ΝΟ 901- 
1371, Paris, 1960, S. 496), auf ff. Ir, 84v ein roter Stempel mit der Aufschrift “Bibliothèque 
impériale". 
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Die Planung von R war überlegt und die Ausführung sorgfältig, wie die 
recht gute Qualität des Pergaments, die regelmässige Lagenordnung, die 
breiten Seitenránder, die Liniierung, die ruhige, wenig gedrängte kalligra- 
phische Schrift zeigen. Dieses Bild fügt sich gut ein in den Rahmen der 
Produktion der heute bekannten gut 230 Handschriften, die in minuscule 
bouletée kopiert wurden oder zumindest, wie im Fall von R, starke Anleihen 
bei diesem Schrifttyp machen: Die meisten bieten religióse Texte, doch gibt 
es auch einige Beispiele von Kopien profaner Texte wie R; die Ausführung 
ist stets von guter, bisweilen gar luxuriöser Qualität; viele Beispiele weisen 
ornamentalen Schmuck auf, doch gibt es insbesondere unter den profanen 
Handschriften auch schlichte Exemplare wie R.!^ Die Leser von R haben 
keine Spuren in Form von Marginalzusátzen hinterlassen. Obschon die Samm- 
lung keinen Titel trägt, besteht kein Grund zur Annahme, einzelne Seiten 
oder ganze Lagen seien ausgefallen: Der Aufbau in Quaternionen ist regel- 
mässig; der erste Traktat beginnt auf f. 1r,1, der letzte Text endet auf f. 84v,15 
und der Raum darunter war ursprünglich frei; die alte Lagenzählung zählt 
wie heute f. 25r als Beginn von 4*. 


III. Der Inhalt von R 


R ist eine Handschrift, die einfach zu beschreiben, deren inhaltlicher 
Aufbau und Zweck jedoch schwer zu verstehen ist. Sie lässt sich in die 
folgenden Grosskapitel einteilen: 


Gliederung Gliederung Inhalt R ed. TREU 
R E.Z. 
Rla* RI 23 Traktate zu Themen, die mit A p- 3,1-9,13 


beginnen, meist allegorische Deutungen 
(fiktiver?) antiker Statuen 


R2* R2 Περὶ τῶν στηλῶν: 57 Traktate zu Statuen p. 9,14-21,24 
und Baudenkmälern in Konstantinopel 
RIb* R3 3 Traktate zu Themen, die mit B beginnen p. 21,25-25,24 
R4 Sammlung von Vorzeichen p. 25,25-38,21 
R5 10 Traktate zu verschiedenen Themen; p. 38,22-47,33 


zuerst zu solchen, die mit B beginnen, 
dann zu weiteren ohne erkennbare 
alphabetische Ordnung 


14 Vgl. zu diesen Merkmalen Acari, La minuscola [wie Anm. 10], S. 305-331. 
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Gliederung Gliederung Inhalt R ed. TREU 
R E.Z. 
R3* R6 Ἔκ TOV περιηγητικῶν τὰ χρειωδέστερα p. 48,1-50,6 


καὶ σαφήνεια τοῦ Διονύσου(!) [Einige 
Scholien zu Dionysios dem Perihegeten] 


R4* R7 Prolegomena und Scholien zu Arat p. 50,7-56,19 


Die “Gliederung R” entspricht der Gliederung, die der Kopist von R 
durch die aus Kreuzen bestehenden Zeilen andeutet, die jeweils ein Gross- 
kapitel vom folgenden abgrenzen: f. 10r,19 am Ende von R1,'5 f. 29v,12 am 
Ende von R2, f. 72v,13 (nur Halbzeile) am Ende von R5, f. 75v,13 am Ende 
von R6, f. 84v,16 am Ende von R7 (gleichzeitig Buchende). Weitere Hin- 
weise auf diese Gliederung sind in R: Das Ende von R2 wird in R, f. 29v,11 
bezeichnet als Τέλος τῶν στηλῶν und damit zugleich R2 als Einheit gefasst, 
die in R, f. 10v,1f. ohne Gesamtüberschrift, sondern gleich mit dem Titel 
des ersten Traktates R2.1 (Περὶ στηλῶν τῶν ἐν τῆι ἁγίαι Σοφία«ι») 
beginnt. R3 wiederum beginnt in R, f. 29v,13 mit der Überschrift Ἀρχὴ τοῦ 
P στοιχείου, womit die alphabetische Anordnung des in R3 Folgenden zum 
Ausdruck kommt. Meine Gliederung geht von der des Kopisten aus, nimmt 
jedoch stärker auf inhaltliche und entstehungsgeschichtliche Punkte Rück- 
sicht. Die Stellung von R6 und R7 als eigenständige Einheiten mit klar 
definierter Herkunft und Inhalt ist eindeutig und wurde auch vom Kopisten 
so aufgefasst (R3* und R4*). Der Rest von R bietet eine alphabetisch geord- 
nete Liste von Kurztraktaten (R1, R3, R5), die durch zwei grosse Blócke 
von Zusátzen unterbrochen wird. Von diesen wurde der eine (R2) zu στῆλαι 
in Konstantinopel wohl aufgrund der Nennung von zahlreichen ἀγάλματα 
in R1 an das Ende des Abschnitts zum Buchstaben A gesetzt. Der andere 
(R4) beginnt mit einem Traktat Περὶ οἰωνοσκοπίας τῶν Οὐάρνων, der durch 
die Nennung des germanischen Stammes der Warnen in einem unter dem 
Buchstaben B stehenden Kurztraktat Περὶ Βριττίας νήσου in R3 motiviert 
ist. RS fährt mit Περὶ βρουµαλίων in alphabetischer Folge dort fort, wo R3 
durch R4 unterbrochen worden war. Die alphabetische Anordnung wird in R5 
indes bald verlassen und es folgen auf Περὶ βρουμαλίων nur noch neun Trak- 
tate. Auffällig ist, dass der Kopist die Einheit R4 anders als R2 nicht durch 
Kreuzzeilen als Einschub markiert und vom umliegenden Text abgrenzt. 


15 Anders als P. ODORICO, Du recueil à l'invention du texte: le cas des Parastaseis Synto- 
moi Chronikai, in BZ, 107 (2014), S. 775 meint, ist R2 durch die Kreuzlinie deutlich von R1 
geschieden und als eigenes Grosskapitel zu fassen. 

16 Ganz ähnlich WÜNSCH, De mensibus [wie Anm. 1], S. XI, der jedoch R6 und R7 zu einem 
Grosskapitel zusammenfasst, was sich aufgrund der Gliederung durch den Kopisten und des 
Inhaltes nicht empfiehlt. 
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Die in R enthaltenen Texte wurden vollstándig zum ersten Mal ediert von 
Max Treu, weshalb die Sammlung auch als Anonymus Treu bezeichnet wird." 
In genau diesem Umfang und in dieser Anordnung sind die Texte nur in R 
erhalten. In der Forschung wurden seither einzelne Abschnitte aus R untersucht 
oder für Editionen herangezogen, dabei jedoch R nie in seiner Gesamtheit 
erforscht oder abermals ediert.'? Treu versuchte alle Traktate in R zu identi- 
fizieren, wies jedoch in vielen Fällen nicht auf die Quellen von R, sondern, wie 
ihm bereits bewusst war, auf Schwesterüberlieferungen hin. Dazu gehóren die 
Patria Kónstantinúpoleós, die Suda sowie der Lips. gr. 72 (Lips), den Treu 
nicht kannte.!? Diese vier Traditionen überliefern die im Grosskapitel R1 ent- 
haltenen 23 Traktate. Sie hängen alle von einer Textsammlung YY ab, deren 
Archetypus verloren ist. R vermittelt das beste Bild von YY, weshalb ihm 
die Rolle der Leittradition zukommt. Es wird damit jedoch keine Aussage 
zur stemmatischen Position von R in Bezug auf die anderen Schwesterüber- 
lieferungen gemacht. Die Schwesterüberlieferungen bieten die Texte teil- 
weise in anderer Reihenfolge. Unsere Záhlung folgt der Anordnung in R und 
verweist auf diese mit R-Nummern. Dabei meinen wir, sofern nichts anderes 
gesagt wird, den Inhalt desjenigen Traktates von Y Y, der in R die bewusste 
Position einnimmt, nicht seinen exakten Wortlaut in der Handschrift R: 


R-Nr. Titel in R p.in TREU Lips? Suda ed. ADLER?! Patria 

ΕΙ.Ι Περὶ Ἀδιαβηνῆς 3,1-17 x A 470 s.v. Ἀδιαβηνή” 2,1 

R1.2 Περὶ Αὐγουστείου 3,18-4,2 x? A 4413 s.v. Αὔγουστος], 2,15 
p. 410,26-31 


VU M. TREU, Excerpta anonymi Byzantini ex codice Parisino suppl. gr. 607A, in Gymnasial- 
programm Ohlau, Ohlau, 1880. 

18 Besonders hinzuweisen ist auf die Beiträge von GOUKOWSKY, Trois nouveaux extraits 
[wie Anm. 6], S. 63-70, M.-L. AMERIO, Ancora sui nuovi frammenti di Appiano, in Invigilata 
Lucernis, 21 (1999), S. 35-42, P. MANAFIS, Political Margins. Geography and History in the 
Excerpta Anonymi, in Byz, 87 (2017), S. 233-257, IDEM, The Excerpta [wie Anm. 6], S. 250- 
264, die sich hauptsáchlich R widmen. 

19? S. TREU, Excerpta [wie Anm. 17], 5. 57f. Zum Lips s.u. Kapitel IV. 

20 Lips ist eng verwandt mit R und hinsichtlich Reihenfolge und Inhalt der Traktate identisch 
mit R, falls nichts anderes vermerkt wird. x = Traktat im Lips erhalten; — = Traktat im Lips 
nicht erhalten. Zu Abweichungen des Lips in den Titeln zu R1.4-18 gegenüber R s. E. ZINGG, 
Zum Verháltnis zwischen dem Anonymus Treu (Par. suppl. gr. 607A), Iohannes Lydos, De 
mensibus und Porphyrios, De simulacris [in Vorbereitung]. 

?! [n der Suda fehlen die Titel grundsátzlich immer ausser in abgewandelter Form in A727 s.v. 
Ἀθηνᾶς ἄγαλμα δόρυ κρατεῖ. Seiten- und Zeilenangaben nach der Edition von A. ADLER, Suidae 
Lexicon (Lexicographi Graeci, 1), Leipzig 1928-1938 stehen nur dann, wenn sich nicht das ganze 
Lemma auf ein Traktat aus R1 stützt. Zu Abweichungen im Umfang des in der Suda oder den 
Patria überlieferten Textes von R1.4-18 gegenüber R s. ZINGG, Zum Verhältnis [wie Anm. 20]. 

2 Bs fehlt R1.1 p. 3,14-17. 

23 [m Lips besteht R1.2 aus zwei Traktaten R1.2a und R1.2b, s.u. Kapitel VII. 
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R-Nr. Titel in R p.in TREU Lips”? Suda ed. ADLER?! Patria 

ΚΕΙ. Περὶ ἀτραβατικῶν 4,3-10 x Α42775.ν. ἀτραβατικάς” —2,14a 

R14 Περὶ ἀγάλματος 4.12-19 x 139 s.v. Ἰαννουάριος 2,2 
Ἰαννουαρίου 

R1.5 Περὶ ἀγάλματος κρατοῦν- 4.20-27 Χ A 727 s.v. Ἀθηνᾶς ἄγαλμα 2,3 
τος δόρυ δόρυ κρατεῖ 

ΚΙ.6 Περὶ ἀγάλματος κρατοῦν- 4,28-31 x A 3425 s.v. Ἀπόλλωνος 2,4 
τος κιθάραν ἄγαλμα 

R1.7 Περὶ ἀγάλματος τοῦ ἐν 5,1-14 x I 446 s.v. Ἰουστινιανός 2,17 
τῷ Αὐγουστείῳ ἐφίππου 
κρατοῦντος σταυρὸν καὶ 
σφαῖραν 

ΕΙ.δ Περὶ ἀγάλματος ἔχοντος 5.15-19 Χ H 449 s.v. Ἥρα 2,5 
ψαλῖδα χαλκῆν 

ΚΙ.9 Περὶ ἀγάλματος βαστά- — 5,20-23 x A 426 s.v. Δημήτηρ IL, 2,6 
ζοντος πύργους p. 40,11-13 

R1.10 Περὶ ἀγάλματος κτένα 5,24-6,3 x A 4653 s.v. Ἀφροδίτη 2,7 
φέροντος 

ΚΙ.11 Περὶ ἀγάλματος τοῦ 6,4-7 x H 454 s.v. Ἡρακλέους vgl. 2,8a 
Ἡρακλέους βαστάζοντος ἄγαλμα IL, p. 580.211. 
τῇ ἀριστερᾷ χειρὶ τρία 
μῆλα 

ΚΙ.Ι2 Περὶ ἀγάλματος τοῦ A166 6,8-17 x Z 39 s.v. Ζεύς IL, p. 503,9-17 2,8 

R1.13 Περὶ ἀγάλματος πτερω- — 6,18-27 x E 3037 s.v. Ἑρμῆν IL 2,9 
τοῦ τοῦ Ἑρμοῦ p. 413,21-26 

ΚΙ.14 Περὶ ἀγάλματος τῆς 6.28-32 x - 2,11 
Εὐγνωμοσύνης 

ΚΙ.15 Περὶ ἀγάλματος Πριάπου 7,1-12 x 11 2276 s.v. Πρίαπος 2,12 

R1.16 Περὶ ἀγάλματος τῆς γῆς —— 7,13-16 x T 257 s.v. Γῆς ἄγαλμα 2,13 

ΚΙ.Ι7 Περὶ ἀγάλματος ἔχοντος  7,17-25 x Σ 202 s.v. Σέλευκος 2,14 
ἐν τῇ κεφαλῇ κέρατα 

ΚΙ.Ιδ Περὶ ἀγάλματος τοῦ 7,26-8,2 x E 3037 s.v. Ἑρμῆν IL 2,10 
Ἑρμοῦ βαστάζοντος p. 413,26-31 
μάρσιππον 

R1.19 Περὶ Αὐγούστου μηνός 8,3-11 x -5 2.80 


3 Zum Text der Suda s.u. Kapitel VII. 
25 Die blosse Notiz, dass Sextilius ein anderer Name für Augustus sei, findet sich in Suda 
2234 s.v. Σεξστίλιος. 
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R-Nr. TitelinR p.in TREU Lips? Suda ed. ADLER”! Patria 

R1.20 Περὶ Αὐγούστου 8,12-19 x E 2,81 
εὐτυχίας2ό 

R1.21 Περὶ ἀγάλματος ἐν 8,20-27 x © 302 s.v. Θεὺς Ἄρης 2,842 
πέτρᾳ τῆς Ἀραβίας 

R1.22 Περὶ ἀνδρείας 8,28-9,9 x?  B265 s.v. Bnpoüviovi? - 

R1.23 Ἄλλο περὶ Γετῶν 9. 10-13 — - — 


Die Traktate von R1 sind nach inhaltlichen Kriterien wie folgt zu glie- 
dern: Auf R1.1-3 folgt die unter dem Titel Περὶ ἀγαλμάτων gefasste Gruppe 
der fünfzehn Traktate R1.4-18 zu einer ebenso grossen Anzahl Statuen. Am 
Schluss stehen fünf weitere Traktate R1.19-23. Alle Traktate von R1 stehen 
in Verbindung mit einem Schlagwort, das mit A beginnt. Bei R1.22 und 
R1.23 ist die Verschlagwortung unter A freilich gesucht: Den Text von 
Περὶ ἀνδρείας würde man eher unter Βηρούνιον vermuten, den von Ἄλλο 
περὶ Γετῶν unter Γέται. 

R1.4-18 werden andernorts neu ediert werden; die in diesem Zusammen- 
hang gemachte Kollation von R, Lips, Suda und Patria ermóglicht die Ver- 
besserung eines Abschnitts von Wünschs oben abgedrucktem Stemma:?! 


I 
I 
I 
1 
^^ 
EN 
* ν 
: \ 
^1 
^ N 
^ I ν 
P d I M 
΄ ,*. ν 
P d ^ b^ N 
E ^ ν 
F 9 x N 
^ \ 
΄ ν \ 


x 


Suda Lips R Patria 


26 Zu Quellen und Parallelüberlieferung von R1.20 s. GOUKOWSKY, Trois nouveaux extraits 
[wie Anm. 6], S. 64. 

27 Dieses Sudalemma ist ΤΗ. PREGER, Beiträge zur Textgeschichte der Πάτρια Κωνσταντι- 
νουπόλεως, in Programm des Maximilians-Gymnasiums für das Schuljahr 1894/95, München, 
1895, S. 31 entgangen. Zu Quellen und Parallelüberlieferung von R1.21 s. GOUKOWSKY, Trois 
nouveaux extraits [wie Anm. 6], S. 65-68. 

35 Die Traktate patr. 2,80.81.84 weisen keine Titel auf. 

? Die Überlieferung des Lips bricht mitten in R1.22 durch Blattverlust ab, s.u. Kapitel IV. 

30 Der Text der Suda ist verkürzt. 

5! Zum hier abgedruckten Stemma s. ZINGG, Zum Verhältnis [wie Anm. 20]. Wünsch 
stützte sich für diesen Abschnitt seines Stemmas auf den grundlegenden Beitrag von PREGER, 
Beiträge [wie Anm. 27], S. 27-40 (in dessen Stemma Y unserem YY entspricht), vgl. WÜNSCH, 
De mensibus [wie Anm. 1], S. XII, XX. Die von ΜΑΝΑΕΙς, Political Margins [wie Anm. 18], 
S. 235 erwogene Abhängigkeit der Patria von R kann ausgeschlossen werden. 
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Es stellt sich die Frage, in welchem Umfang die Traktate von R1 aus Peri 
menön schöpfen. 

Auf R1 folgt R2, eine Sammlung von 57 Traktaten zu Statuen und ande- 
ren Memorabilia in Konstantinopel, die am Ende recht passend mit dem 
Titel Περὶ στηλῶν versehen wird. Die Traktate von R2 gehen auf die 
Parastaseis syntomoi chronikai zurück, stellen jedoch eine überarbeitete 
Fassung der Originalversion der Parastaseis dar.*? R2 steht nicht im Fokus 
dieses Beitrags und wir gehen nicht weiter darauf ein. 

Panagiotis Manafis hat unlängst eine andere inhaltliche Gliederung von R 
vorgeschlagen, die keine Rücksicht auf die in R enthaltenen, soeben disku- 
tierten Hinweise auf die Herkunft und den Aufbau der Grosskapitel nimmt.?? 
R1 und R2 fasst Manafis als “patriographic part”.** Dieses Label ist insofern 
korrekt, als dass R2 einen gekürzten Auszug aus den patriographischen 
Parastaseis darstellt. Ein anderes patriographisches Werk, die Patria 2, über- 
nahm wiederum grosse Teile von R1 und R2. Dieser Umstand berechtigt uns 
jedoch nicht, den ganzen Inhalt von R1 als patriographisch zu bezeichnen. 
Von den 23 Traktaten in R1 sind allein R1.2 und R1.7 patriographischer 
Natur.*> Diese Feststellung einerseits sowie die Beobachtung andererseits, 
dass alle in R1 versammelten Traktate sehr wohl einen anderen gemeinsamen 
Nenner aufweisen, nämlich den, dass sich ihr Titel unter dem Buchstaben A 
einordnen lässt, legt es nahe, nicht den patriographischen, sondern den lexi- 
kographischen Charakter von R1 in den Vordergrund zu rücken. 


32 S. PREGER, Beiträge [wie Anm. 27], S. 27-40 (mit einer Liste der Titel aller Traktate 
von R2), A. CAMERON - J. HERRIN, Constantinople in the Early Eighth Century: The Parasta- 
seis Syntomoi Chronikai. /ntroduction, Translation and Commentary (Columbia Studies in the 
Classical Tradition, 10), Leiden, 1984, S. 3-8. ODORICO, Du recueil [wie Anm. 15], S. 755-784 
zeigt, dass die Parastaseis ihrerseits ebenfalls nur eine Kompilation aus mehreren Quellen 
sind. Die in der Forschung bisher vorgenommenen Datierungen der Parastaseis (CAMERON — 
HERRIN, Constantinople, S. 17-29: Mitte des 8. Jh.; A. BERGER, Untersuchungen zu den Patria 
Konstantinupoleos (Poikila Byzantina, 8), Bonn, 1988, S. 42-48: kurz nach 802) haben daher 
lediglich für einzelne Passagen Gültigkeit und bieten einen terminus post quem. Terminus ante 
quem ist in jedem Fall die Kopie von R und Lips im 10. Jh. 

5 ΜΑΝΑΕΙ5, Political Margins [wie Anm. 18], S. 233-257, IDEM, The Excerpta [wie Anm. 6], 
S. 250-264, vgl. AMERIO, Ancora sui nuovi frammenti [wie Anm. 18], S. 37-40. Eine Zusammen- 
fassung des Inhalts von R in tabellarischer Form ist zu finden in ΜΑΝΑΕΙς, Political Margins, 
S. 256f. 

34 Manafis beschreibt den Inhalt von R1 und R2 nicht im Detail. In MANAFIS, Political 
Margins [wie Anm. 18], S. 236 und IDEM, The Excerpta [wie Anm. 6], S. 252 nimmt er jedoch 
R1.1 vom patriographischen Teil aus. Irrtümlicherweise rechnet er in MANAFIS, Political 
Margins, S. 236, 256 und IDEM, The Excerpta, S. 252 die Traktate R1.19-23 zur Gruppe der 
Traktate Περὶ ἀγαλμάτων (R1.4-18). Im Widerspruch dazu nimmt er ibidem, S. 252 die Traktate 
R1.22 und R1.23 von dieser Gruppe aus. 

55 Zur Textgattung der Patria s. G. DAGRON, Constantinople imaginaire. Études sur le 
recueil des Patria (Bibliothéque byzantine, Études, 8), Paris, 1984, S. 21-60, BERGER, Unter- 
suchungen [wie Anm. 32], S. 35-37. Patriographisch gelesen werden kann auch R1.3. 
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R3-5 stammen aus verschiedenen Quellen,* R6 ist aus Scholien zu Diony- 
sios Perihegetes geschópft.?" R7 gliedert sich in zwei Teile mit Prolegomena 
und Scholien zu Arat? 

Was die Quellenfrage von R3, R4 und R5 betrifft, so kommt Manafis zum 
Schluss, der Redaktor von R, den er in der zweiten Hälfte des 10. Jh. verortet, 
habe auf Rohfassungen von verlorenen Teilen der konstantinischen Exzerpte 
in der kaiserlichen Bibliothek zugegriffen. Auch diesen Ergebnissen von 
Manafis' Forschung ist allerdings mit Vorsicht zu begegnen, wie anhand von 
drei Beispielen zu zeigen ist: 


36 Zum Inhalt von R3-5 vgl. MANAFIS, Political Margins [wie Anm. 18], S. 256f., dessen 
Angaben wie folgt zu berichtigen sind: Auf p. 31,10-13 Περὶ Τιβερείου folgen die Traktate 
p. 31,14-17 Ἄλλο B^ und p. 31,18-23 Ἄλλο y”, die Manafis zu Περὶ Τιβερείου schlägt. 
P. 31,31-33 trägt, wie Manafis richtig festhält, keinen Titel (“untitled”). Er würde jedoch Περὶ 
Ῥεσπασιανοῦ lauten und somit gut in die in chronologischer Reihenfolge gegebene Liste von 
Vorzeichen zu römischen Kaisern passen. Ähnliches gilt für den Traktat p. 32,1-9, dessen Titel 
Περι Δομετιανοῦ lauten müsste. Die beiden folgenden Vorzeichen p. 32,10-21 ß’ und p. 32,22- 
27 y’ beziehen sich ebenfalls auf Domitian, was aus Manafis’ Tabelle nicht hervorgeht. Zu 
p. 29,14-32,27 vgl. auch die von Manafis nicht erwähnten Beiträge C. DE Boon, Römische 
Kaisergeschichte in byzantinischer Fassung, in BZ, 2 (1893), S. 209-11 und P. BOUDREAUX — 
F. CUMONT, Catalogus codicum astrologorum Graecorum. VIII 4: Codices Parisini, Brüssel, 
1921, 99-101. Anschliessend folgt in p. 32,28-33 eine Abbruchformel des Kompilators, womit 
die Reihe der Kaiservorzeichen zu einem Ende kommt, bevor es mit Kyros weitergeht. 
Der Titel des Traktates in p. 36,10 lautet korrekt Περὶ Ῥώμου καὶ Ῥωμύλου, derjenige in 
p. 45,3 Περὶ 0 καὶ C, d.i. Περὶ ἡλίου καὶ σελήνης. Zu den Titeln der Traktate von RS s.u. 
Kapitel VII. 

37 Die Traktate in R3-6 fasst Manafis als thematische Einheit (“historical part”). Von R6 
gibt Manafis nur den Gesamttitel "Ek τῶν περιηγητικῶν τὰ χρειωδέστερα καὶ σαφηνέστερα 
τοῦ Διονυσίου [R, f. 75v,16 liest irrtümlich Διονύσου] und führt die einzelnen Traktate nicht 
an. Es handelt sich um Informationen, die man so oder ähnlich teilweise auch in der Ausgabe 
von Scholien und Paraphernalia zu Dionysios Perihegetes in C. MÜLLER, Geographi Graeci 
minores, Paris, 1882, IL, S. 427-457 findet. Exzerpte aus Dionysios selbst, die man aufgrund 
des Titels erwarten kónnte, sind nicht darunter. 

38 J, MARTIN, Scholia in Aratum vetera, Stuttgart, 1974, 5. 23-31 fasst als Prolegomena zu 
Arat die unter der Überschrift Περὶ τῶν οὐρανίων stehenden 25 Traktate (R, p. 50,7-55,18), 
den Rest als Scholien zu Arat (R, p. 55,20-56,19). Die Scholien führt er in seiner Ausgabe an 
jeweils passender Stelle an, vgl. ibidem, S. VI. Die entscheidende Verbesserung von ibidem, 
S. 31 (so implizit schon E. MAAss, Commentariorum in Aratum reliquiae, Berlin, 1898, S. 322) 
gegenüber Treus Text liegt darin, dass er erkannte, dass R, p. 50,18f. ἐκ τοῦ κειµένου 
eine Überschrift mit dem Sinn “Aus dem Text [sc. Arats]” ist, was auch aus dem Schriftbild 
von R, f. 83v,2 in zwar nicht auffälliger, doch eindeutiger Weise hervorgeht. Übersehen hat 
Martin den letzten Satz in R, p. 56,19 ὅτι τὰ νότια λέγονται κάτω, der sich auf Schol. in 
Arat. 320 bezieht. MANAFIS, Political Margins [wie Anm. 18], S. 256 fasst den Inhalt von R7 
als “astronomical part". Seine Darstellung in tabellarischer Form ist leider verwirrend, weil 
er die ersten 20 Traktate von R7 unter der Überschrift Περὶ τῶν οὐρανίων zusammenfasst, 
anschliessend jedoch die Titel der einzelnen Traktate gibt, wenn auch unter Auslassung von 
(nach Πόσοι γενικοὶ ἄνεμοι) p. 55,1-14 Διὰ τί ἐπὶ τῶν ἄρκτων ἐποιήσατο τὴν ἀρχὴν ó 
Ἄρατος. Ibidem, S. 239 hingegen versteht Manafis Περὶ τῶν οὐρανίων offenbar als Titel des 
ganzen R7. Es ist ihm nicht bewusst, dass das ganze R7 im Rahmen von Maass' und Martins 
Aratscholienausgaben ediert wurde. 
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Manafis sieht eine Parallele zwischen den beiden Traktaten R4, p. 33,1- 
37,29 Περὶ Κύρου (Kyr.) und Περὶ Ῥώμου καὶ Ῥωμύλου (RR) einerseits, 
den konstantinischen Exzerpten De virtutibus et vitiis (EV) 1,29-31 p. 345- 
53 ed. BÜTTNER-WoBsT — Roos andererseits und kommt zu folgendem 
Schluss: “The chapters On Cyrus and On Remus and Romulus reflect the 
selection and arrangement of similar material in the CE [= Constantinian 
Excerpts]."?? Wenn wir den Fall genauer ansehen, so bietet R mit Kyr. einen 
Traktat, der frei aus Herodot schópft^? und neben einer Genealogie der medi- 
schen Könige den Aussetzungsmythos von Kyros erzählt. In ähnlicher 
Weise muss der als Appianfragment aufgefasste Traktat RR frei und stark 
kürzend aus Appian schópfen, was anders als im Fall von Kyr. und Herodot 
jedoch nicht verifiziert werden kann, weil das Fragment sonst nur in einer 
Teilperiphrase bei Photios mit stark abweichender inhaltlicher Akzentset- 
zung erhalten ist.*! In RR wird neben einer Genealogie der Könige von 
Lavinium und Alba Longa der Aussetzungsmythos von Romulus und Remus 
geboten. Was die von Manafis herangezogenen EV betrifft, so steht dort 
zuerst ein Exzerpt aus Nikolaos von Damaskos, in welchem die Eroberung 
von Sardeis durch Kyros geschildert wird, danach aus Dionysios von Hali- 
karnassos ein Teil des Aussetzungsmythos von Romulus und Remus sowie 
Ereignisse im Zusammenhang mit dem Raub der Sabinerinnen.? Weder 
hinsichtlich der Quellen noch des inhaltlichen Fokus der Texte weisen R 
und ΕΥ Parallelen auf. In EV sind die Exzerpte aus Dionysios wohl durch 
einen Irrtum der Kompilatoren unter die Nikolaosexzerpte geraten.? In R 
hingegen stehen Kyr. und RR nebeneinander, weil beide aus der gleichen 
Sammlung von Aussetzungsmythen stammen. Sie stammen auch vom glei- 
chen Autor, wie die deutlichen strukturellen Parallelen zeigen: Der Inhalt 
wohl jeweils nur einer Quelle wird in stark gekürzter und neu formulierter 
Fassung wiedergegeben, wobei jeweils zuerst die Königsliste, anschlies- 
send die Geschichte des jüngsten Vertreters der Dynastie steht, der als neu- 
geborenes Kind ausgesetzt wird. Eine Bemerkung des Redaktors von R4 in 
R, p. 32,28-33 zeigt, dass diese Sammlung neben Kyr. und RR wohl noch 


39 MANAFIS, The Excerpta [wie Anm. 6], S. 255-257, 263. 

30 Hdt. 1,74,4-75,1; 96; 101-119; 122-124; 130; so ähnlich bereits TREU, Excerpta [wie 
Anm. 17], S. 58. 

^! RR (Ξ App. basil. fr. la ed. P. VIERECK — A. G. Roos, Appiani historia Romana, Bd. 1, 
Leipzig 1939); Phot. bibl. cod. 57,16b4-17a8 ed. R. HENRY, Photios. Bibliothéque, Paris, 1959- 
1991 (Ξ App. basil. fr. 1 VIERECK — Roos). 

2 ΕΥ 1,29 p. 345-349 ed. ΤΗ. BÜTTNER-WOBST — A. G. Roos, Excerpta de virtutibus et vitiis, 
(Excerpta historica iussu Imp. Constantini Porphyrogeniti confecta, 2), Berlin, 1906-1910 = 
Nikolaos von Damaskos 90 F 68 in F. Jacosy, Die Fragmente der griechischen Historiker 
(FGrH), Berlin — Leiden 1923ff.); 1,30f. p. 349-353 (= D.H. ant. 1,82,3-84,2; 2,32,1-34,1). 

# NÉMETH, Imperial Systematization [wie Anm. 6], S. 211f. 
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mindestens zwei weitere Traktate, zu Alexandros/Paris sowie Oidipus, 
enthielt. Aus den oberflächlichen und rein zufälligen Parallelen zwischen R 
und EV an dieser Stelle darf also nicht mit Manafis auf eine Beziehung 
zwischen den beiden Textsammlungen geschlossen werden. 

In R1.22 wird erzáhlt, wie ein monstróser Eber das Umland von Virunum 
in Noricum verwüstet habe und von einem einzigen Helden zur Strecke 
gebracht worden sei, worauf die Einwohner “vir unus!” gerufen hätten und 
die Stadt ihren Namen erhalten habe. Manafis meint, hier werde das Ethnikon 
der Norici erklärt und die nur hier erhaltene Etymologie weise eine Parallele 
zur ebenfalls sonst nicht bezeugten Herleitung des Namens Italia bei Gene- 
sios 4,32 auf, der berichte: “some people, when crossing Italy, met a cow 
and shouted “Italian, Italian,’ which in their dialect meant cow”. Dies lasse 
darauf schliessen, dass beide aus einer gemeinsamen, bei Dionysios und Pseu- 
do-Apollodor^ vorliegenden Tradition schópften, die, so impliziert Manafis, 
in einer auf Anstiften von Konstantin VII. angelegten geographisch-ethno- 
graphischen Textsammlung sowohl dem Verfasser von R1.22 als auch Gene- 
sios zur Verfügung stand.? Hierzu Folgendes: a) In R1.22 wird nicht die 
Etymologie des Ethnikons der Norici geboten, sondern der Stadt Virunum. b) 
Die Stelle bei Genesios 4,32 lautet korrekt übersetzt: “[sc. Eine alternative 
Erklärung des Namens] Italia aber [sc. lautet] folgendermassen: Nach einer 
Kuh, die über das Meer setzte. Die Einheimischen sahen, wie diese plótzlich 
einen Ausflug zur See aus dem gegenüberliegenden Land zu ihnen machte 
und dabei von ihren Besitzern verfolgt wurde, und riefen: Ἴταλός, itadóc!” 
Dies bedeutet in ihrer Sprache ‘Kuh’.”4° Dionysios schildert die Begebenheit 
etwas anders als Genesios: Als Herakles die Herde des Geryon Richtung 
Griechenland trieb, lief ihm eine Färse davon, die auf ihrer Flucht nicht nur 
ganz Italien, sondern auch die Meerenge von Messina durchquerte. Sooft 
Herakles in Italien nach ihr fragte, antworteten ihm die Einheimischen auf 
die Fárse hindeutend: “οὐίτουλος”. Daher nannte er das Land ObttovA (o. ^ 
Genesios' Etymologie hängt eindeutig von der Heraklesepisode ab, wobei 


# D.H. ant. 1,35,2 (= Hellanikos 4 F 111 FGrH [wie Anm. 42]); [Apollod.] 1,8,2f. 

^ MANAFIS, The Excerpta [wie Anm. 6], S. 261-263. 

46 Ἰταλία δὲ καὶ οὕτως, ἀπό τινος περαιωσαµένης βοός, ἣν ἀθρόαν ἰδόντες ἐγχώριοι 
ἐκ γῆς ἑτέρας τὸν ἀπόπλουν πρὸς αὐτοὺς ποιουμένην διωκομένην τε παρὰ τῶν κτητόρων 
αὐτῆς ἐβόησαν: “ἰταλός, ἰταλός, ὃ τῇ ἑαυτῶν διαλέκτῳ ἑρμηνεύεται βοῦς. 

“Ἑλλάνικος δὲ ὃ Λέσβιός φησιν Ἡρακλέα τὰς Γηρυόνου βοῦς ἀπελαύνοντα εἰς 
Ἄργος, ἐπειδή τις αὐτῷ δάμαλις ἀποσκιρτήσας τῆς ἀγέλης ἐν Ἰταλίᾳ ἐόντι ἤδη φεύγων 
διῆρε τὴν ἀκτὴν καὶ τὸν μεταξὺ διανηξάμενος πόρον τῆς θαλάττης εἰς Σικελίαν ἀφίκετο, 
ἐρόμενον ἀεὶ τοὺς ἐπιχωρίους καθ᾽ οὓς ἑκάστοτε γίνοιτο διώκων τὸν δάμαλιν, εἴ πή τις 
αὐτὸν ἑωρακὼς εἴη, τῶν τῇδε ἀνθρώπων Ἑλλάδος μὲν γλώττης ὀλίγα συνιέντων, τῇ δὲ 
πατρίῳ φωνῇ κατὰ τὰς μηνύσεις τοῦ ζῴου καλούντων τὸν δάμαλιν οὐίτουλον, ὥσπερ καὶ 
νῦν λέγεται, ἐπὶ τοῦ ζῴου τὴν χώραν ὀνομάσαι πᾶσαν ὅσην ὃ δάμαλις διῆλθεν Οὐι- 
τουλίαν. 
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jedoch nicht zwingend Dionysios die Vorlage gewesen sein muss. c) Eine 
ganz andere Geschichte, die nichts mit der Kuh-Episode bei Dionysios und 
Genesios zu tun hat, erzählt Pseudo-Apollodor, nämlich die Kalydonische 
Jagd. Die einzige Parallele zu R1.22 liegt darin, dass ein monströser Eber 
das Land verwüstet. Wir ziehen aufgrund von a)-c) das folgende Fazit: 
Anders als Manafis meint, lässt sich nicht nachweisen, dass R1.22 und 
Genesios sich auf die gleiche konstantinische Sammlung geographisch- 
ethnographischer Exzerpte gestützt haben. 

Der ethnographische Traktat R3, p. 23,12-25,24 Περὶ Βριττίας νήσου 
beruht auf einem Kapitel in Prokops Hyper tön polemön, wobei jedoch u.a. 
ein Abschnitt übergangen ist, in dem von einer Gesandtschaft des Königs 
der Franken an Iustinian die Rede ist, an der auch Angeln beteiligt waren, 
um gegenüber lustinian vorzugeben, auch die Insel Britannien werde von 
ihm beherrscht. Manafis liest diese Stelle im Zusammenhang mit Prok. 
bell. 7,33,4, wo es heisst: “Denn die Franken hätten niemals den Erwerb 
Galliens für sicher gehalten, hätte der Kaiser nicht mit seiner Zustimmung 
dieses Werk besiegelt."^? Unter Konstantin VII. sei der aussenpolitische 
Einflussbereich von Byzanz jedoch kleiner gewesen und der Kaiser habe 
diesem Umstand mit einer neuen politischen Agenda Rechnung getragen. 
Dazu habe auch gehórt, dass er die Leser seiner Schriften nicht habe an 
Iustinian erinnern wollen, als der fránkische Kónig noch die Oberhoheit 
des byzantinischen Kaisers anerkannte. Daher fehle auch bei dem von der 
konstantinischen Ideologie beeinflussten Redaktor von R3, p. 23,12-25,24 
der Hinweis auf die Gesandtschaft zu lustinian.5 Hierzu Folgendes: a) Aus 
Prok. bell. 7,33,4 lässt sich tatsächlich ableiten, dass die Franken eine for- 
male Oberhoheit des ostrómischen Kaisers bis in iustinianische Zeit aner- 
kannt hatten. Es ist jedoch der Kontext (7,33,1-6) zu beachten: Nachdem 
die Ostgoten die Provence an die Franken abgetreten hatten, um sich auf den 
Krieg gegen lustinian konzentrieren zu können, und Iustinian selbst die 
neuen Besitzverhältnisse anerkannt hatte, schauten die fränkischen Herr- 
scher Wagenrennen in Arelate und liessen Goldmünzen mit dem eigenem 
Abbild, nicht mehr mit dem des ostrómischen Kaisers prägen. Durch die 
Beschreibung dieser fränkischen Imitation ostrómischer Herrschaftsakte 


48 Prok. bell. 8,20,4-8; 2f.; 23f.; 29-31; 42-57. Die Teilnahme der Angeln an der Gesandt- 
schaft ist erwähnt in 8,20,9f. oi δὲ [sc. Φράγγοι] αὐτοὺς [sc. τοὺς Ἀγγίλους] ἐνοικίζουσιν 
ἐς γῆς τῆς σφετέρας τὴν ἐρημοτέραν δοκοῦσαν εἶναι, καὶ ἀπ᾽ αὐτοῦ τὴν νῆσον προσποι- 
εἶσθαί φασιν. ὥστε ἀμέλει οὐ πολλῷ πρότερον ô Φράγγων βασιλεὺς ἐπὶ πρεσβείᾳ τῶν οἱ 
ἐπιτηδείων τινὰς παρὰ βασιλέα Ἰουστινιανὸν ἐς Βυζάντιον στείλας ἄνδρας αὐτοῖς ἐκ τῶν 
Ἀγγίλων ξυνέπεμψε, φιλοτιμούμενος óc καὶ f| νῆσος ἥδε πρὸς αὐτοῦ ἄρχεται. 

3 οὐ γάρ ποτε ᾧοντο Γαλλίας ξὺν τῷ ἀσφαλεῖ κεκτῆσθαι Φράγγοι, μὴ τοῦ αὐτοκράτο- 
ρος τὸ ἔργον ἐπισφραγίσαντος τοῦτό γε [...]. 

50 ΜΑΝΑΕΙ5, Political Margins [wie Anm. 18], S. 244-247, 252-254. 
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impliziert Prokop, dass jedwelche formale ostrómische Oberhoheit über die 
Franken, die gemäss 7,33,4 bis anhin noch beachtet worden war, von diesem 
Zeitpunkt während der Regierungszeit Iustians an zu Ende war. b) Die frän- 
kische Gesandschaft in Prok. bell. 8,20,9f. fällt wohl in einen Zeitabschnitt 
nach der in 7,33,1-6 beschriebenen fränkischen Unabhängigkeit und Pro- 
kop gibt an der Stelle keinerlei Hinweise darauf, dass sich die Franken 
noch in einem Abhängigkeitsverhältnis zu Ostrom befinden. Es ist daher 
das Fazit zu ziehen, dass in R3, p. 23,12-25,24 nicht deswegen Prok. bell. 
8,20,9f. nicht exzerpiert wurde, weil die Stelle an die Abhängigkeit der 
Franken unter Iustinian erinnerte und damit nicht zur Agenda Konstantins VII. 
passte, sondern weil sie thematisch nicht in einen rein ethnographischen 
Traktat gehórte. 

Es gelingt Manafis also nicht, seine These, die in R überlieferte Sammlung 
des Anonymus Treu hànge zumindest in Teilen von den konstantinischen 
Exzerpten ab, zu beweisen. Viele Fragen zu den Quellen, der Genese und der 
Datierung des Anonymus Treu bleiben demnach offen. 


IV. Der Lips. gr. 72 (Lips) 


Eng verwandt mit R sind die sieben Blätter, die Konstantin Tischendorf 
wohl auf seiner Orientreise 1844/5 erwarb und die 1845 in die Universitäts- 
bibliothek Leipzig kamen.?! Dort wurden sie zum ersten von fünf Faszikeln 
der Miszellanhandschrift Lips. gr. 72 (Lips) gebunden. Die einzelnen Faszikel 
haben weder inhaltlich noch entstehungsgeschichtlich etwas miteinander 
zu tun, weshalb hier nur der für uns relevante Faszikel A betrachtet wird: 
10. Jh.;? Pergament; Reihenfolge der Blätter in der heutigen Bindung 
vertauscht, ursprünglich ff. 1-4, 7, 5-6, wobei die ursprüngliche Einbindung 
der Blätter unklar bleibt; 245 x 190 mm; blind liniiertes Schriftfeld 165 x 
100 mm mit 21 Zeilen pro Seite nach Typ 20B1 Leroy — Sautel.” Lips 


5! Zu den Besitzverhältnissen s. L. F. K. TISCHENDORF, Anecdota sacra et profana ex 
Oriente et Occidente allata, Leipzig, 1861, S. 5-7. Aus TH. FUCHS — CH. MACKERT, Byzanz und 
die Handschriftenforschung. Die griechischen Handschriften der Universitätsbibliothek Leip- 
zig, in F. KoLovou (Hrsg.), Byzanzrezeption in Europa. Spurensuche über das Mittelalter und 
die Renaissance bis in die Gegenwart (BA, 24), Berlin — Boston, 2012, S. 303f. muss man hinge- 
gen ableiten, die Handschriften aus Tischendorfs Sammlung seien erst in dessen Todesjahr 
1874 von der Universitätsbibliothek Leipzig erworben worden, was nicht der Fall war, vgl. 
auch F. BERGER, Online-Schede zu Lips. Gr. 72, auf http://www.manuscripta-mediaevalia.de/ 
dokumente/html/obj31585392 [Stand: 21.10.2018]. 

5 Datierung nach TISCHENDORF, Anecdota [wie Anm. 51], S. 58, BERGER, Online-Schede 
[wie Anm. 51]. 

55 Zur Beschreibung der Handschrift vgl. BERGER, Online-Schede [wie Anm. 51]. Das Manu- 
skript ist nicht aufgeführt in SAUTEL, Répertoire [wie Anm. 10]. Bei der Liniierung liegt 
vielleicht System 5 vor, was jedoch unsicher bleiben muss, weil die ursprüngliche Einbindung 
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wurde von einer Kalligraphenhand mit brauner Tinte und ohne Rubrizie- 
rungen in einer minuscule bouletée élancée und einigen eingestreuten Maius- 
keln im Haupttext sowie einer Auszeichnungsmaiuskel in den Überschriften 
kopiert. Die Hand ist móglicherweise dem gleichen Skriptorium wie Agatis 
scribae A und B zuzuweisen.? Sie ist sicher nicht identisch mit derjenigen 
von R. 

Lips bietet R1.1-22 p. 9,3 ἐπὶ λύμῃ τὴν in 23 statt 22 Traktaten (R1.2 ist 
in zwei aufeinanderfolgende Traktate aufgeteilt) in derselben Reihenfolge 
wie in R, wenn man die ursprüngliche Reihenfolge der folia berücksichtigt. 
Vermutlich umfasste der Codex, aus dem Lips herausgeschnitten wurde, 
auch R2, das in den ebenfalls von YY abhängigen Schwestertraditionen R, 
Suda und Patria erhalten geblieben ist.°° Lips trägt wie R keinen Titel und 
es scheint in Lips wie in R mit R1.1 zumindest eine neue kodikologische 
Einheit, wenn nicht gar überhaupt die Handschrift einzusetzen, worauf auch 
die Girlande vor dem Beginn des Textes auf f. 1 hinweist. Die Ausstattung 
der Handschrift ist ähnlich wie bei R nicht luxuriós, doch grosszügig. Ein 
deutlicher Unterschied besteht im Umgang mit den Langdiphthongen, wo R 
üblicherweise iota adscriptum schreibt, Lips das Iota weglässt. 

Der ganze Faszikel A wurde unter der Bezeichnung “Cod. Tisch. XII” 
ediert durch Tischendorf.?? Dadurch war Lips vor dem Ersten Weltkrieg im 
Bewusstsein der Forschung gut verankert. Seither geriet er weitgehend in 
Vergessenheit.*” 


V. Die Suda 


Die Suda greift in verschiedenen Lemmata nicht nur die Traktate von 
R1 (mit Ausnahme von R1.14, R1.19, R1.20, R1.23),% sondern auch von 
R2.1-22 auf.5? Dabei bietet die Suda von R2.1-22 die gleiche überarbeitete 


Fassung der Originalversion der Parastaseis syntomoi chronikai wie R. 


der folia nicht bewahrt blieb und die folia gegláttet wurden. Ich danke Friederike Berger ganz 
herzlich für die eingehende Diskussion dieser Frage. Die Schrift steht auf den eingeritzten 
Linien. 

34 So BERGER, Online-Schede [wie Anm. 51], vgl. AGATI, La minuscola [wie Anm. 10], 
S. 201-227. Agati kennt den Lips. gr. 72 nicht, wohl weil er damals aus politischen Gründen 
schwer zugänglich war. 

55 Vgl. die Kapitel ΠΙ., V., VI. 

56 TISCHENDORF, Anecdota [wie Anm. 51], S. 58-65. 

57 Abgesehen natürlich vom Katalog von BERGER, Online-Schede [wie Anm. 51] wird Lips 
lediglich flüchtig erwähnt in DAGRON, Constantinople [wie Anm. 35], S. 49 und GOUKOWSKY, 
Trois nouveaux extraits [wie Anm. 6], S. 63. 

55 Vel. oben Kapitel III. 

5 S. PREGER, Beiträge [wie Anm. 27], S. 32-34. 


528 EMANUEL ZINGG 


Falls also Traktate in R1 von Peri menön abhängen, hängt auch die Suda 
indirekt von Peri menön ab. Dass die Suda sonst direkt oder indirekt aus Peri 
menön geschópft hätte, ist dagegen zweifelhaft.9? Die einzige Ausnahme 
wäre Suda M 47 s.v. Μαϊουμᾶς, wo Wünsch annahm, dass das Lexikon 
über eine Zwischenstufe auf drei Passagen bei Lydos fusse: 1) p. 308,31-309,4 
ADLER auf Lyd. men. 4,80 p. 133,2-8 zum Fest des Maiumas, 2) p. 309,4-6 auf 
dem im erhaltenen Text von Lydos nicht erwähnten Fest der Brytai, 3) 
p. 309,6-9 auf dem Kapitel zu einer Hundstótung im August in men. 4,114 
p. 152,11-153,6.°! 1) ist von Wünsch in seinen Text aufgenommen worden 
als Fortsetzung des in anderen Überlieferungstraditionen erhaltenen Lydos- 
textes, der freilich weder wórtlich noch inhaltlich Überschneidungen mit der 
Suda aufweist. 2) kónnte man als ein Lydosfragment betrachten, doch war 
dies Wünsch zu unsicher, weshalb er es ganz wegliess. 3) zitiert Wünsch im 
Apparat zu men. 4,114 als Paraphrase neben den beiden anderen in der H- 
und Y-Tradition sowie dem wohl enger dem Originaltext folgenden Exzerpt 
der S-Tradition, mit denen die Suda inhaltliche, doch nicht wórtliche Über- 
schneidungen aufweist. Beim jetzigen Forschungsstand empfiehlt es sich, 
den Inhalt von Suda M 47 nicht Peri menön zuzuschreiben. Als Vorlage der 
Suda kann man sich eine Sammlung zu wilden heidnischen Festen denken, 
gegen die man von christlicher Warte aus Vorbehalte haben konnte. 


VI. Die Patria 2 


Ein Teil der wohl im letzten Jahrzehnt des 10. Jh. zusammengestellten 
Patria Konstantinüpoleos, die Patria 2, bietet R1 vollständig (mit Ausnahme 
von R1.22 und R 1.23), allerdings in anderer Reihenfolge als in R und Lips.9? 
Danach bieten die Patria 2 die Parastaseis teils in der originalen Fassung 
der Parastaseis, teils in der aus R2 bekannten überarbeiteten Form.9? 


60 Zu Suda X 361 s.v. Σίβυλλα Χαλδαία und Lyd. men. 4,47 p. 102,5-103,15 s. E. ZINGG, 
Ein anonymer Traktat Peri Sibylles (Iohannes Lydos, Peri menon 4, 47), erscheint in Segno e 
testo, 17 (2019). 

9! WUNSCH, De mensibus [wie Anm. 1], S. XXf. Der Maiumas und die Brytai waren 
vielleicht ein und dasselbe Fest oder zumindest in ihrem Charakter einander ähnlich, s. 
G. GREATREX — J. W. WATT, One, Two or Three Feasts? The Brytae, the Maiuma and the May 
Festival at Edessa, in Oriens Christianus, 83 (1999), 1-21 zu den Quellen und insbes. S. 19f. 
zur Sudastelle. 

62 Vgl. oben Kapitel III. 

63 S. PREGER, Beiträge [wie Anm. 27], S. 27-40, dem u.a. CAMERON -- HERRIN, Constan- 
tinople [wie Anm. 32], S. 3-8 und BERGER, Untersuchungen [wie Anm. 32], S. 48 folgen. 
Zu den Übereinstimmungen zwischen R2 und den Parastaseis im Detail vgl. den Apparat in 
ΤΗ. PREGER, Scriptores originum Constantinopolitanarum, Leipzig, 1901-1907 zu parast. 
11-88. Zum Datum der Patria s. PREGER, Beiträge, S. 6, BERGER, Untersuchungen, S. 190-195. 
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Noch eine Bemerkung zum Umfang von R1 und R2 in YY: In den Patria 
2 fehlen von R1 allein R1.22 Περὶ ἀνδρείας und R1.23 Ἄλλο περὶ Γετῶν, 
von R2 kein Traktat.* Zwar haben R1.22 und R1.23 keinen patriogra- 
phischen Inhalt, doch kann dies nicht als ausschlaggebender Grund für ihr 
Fehlen angeführt werden, da die Patria 2 auch sonst zahlreiche Texte aus 
R1 aufgenommen haben, die dieses Kriterium nicht erfüllen. Das Fehlen von 
R1.22 und R1.23 ist daher móglicherweise darauf zurückzuführen, dass 
die beiden Traktate in der Urform von R1 in YY nicht enthalten waren. 
Sie bieten Inhalte, die nicht wie R1.1-21 unter A, sondern besser unter B 
und T einzureihen wären. Ihr Vorhandensein in R, Lips (wo sich aufgrund des 
Blattverlustes allerdings nicht sagen lässt, ob R1.23 je vorhanden war) und 
der Suda (wo allerdings R1.23 wie auch einige andere Traktate aus R1 fehlen) 
wäre demnach als Neuerung eines gemeinsamen Vorfahren zu interpretieren. 


ΥΠ. Iohannes Lydos im Par. suppl. gr. 607A 


Der Grossteil der in R enthaltenen Texte stammt nicht aus Lydos, wie wir 
in Kapitel III. gesehen haben. Überschneidungen mit Text aus Lydos, der in 
anderen Überlieferungstraditionen erhalten ist, zeigen allerdings, dass in R1 
und R5 auch Lydos eine Quelle ist. Hinsichtlich des Umfangs der auf Lydos 
zurückgehenden Abschnitte gehen die Ansichten in der Forschung indes 
auseinander. Tischendorf ging für R1, das er allein aus Lips kannte, von 
Lydos als einziger Quelle aus.9 Dieser Ansicht schloss sich Ludwig Traube 
an. Treu, der als Erster auch R5 berücksichtigte, war in Bezug auf R1 
skeptischer, ebenso Wünsch, der sich am eingehendsten mit der Frage aus- 
einandersetzte.” Theodor Preger übernahm hinsichtlich R1 vor dem Erschei- 
nen von Wünschs Lydosausgabe Traubes Position und kam danach nicht 
darauf zuriick.® In jüngerer Zeit bleiben die einen Forscher in dieser Frage 
vage, während Berger R1 zur Gänze Lydos zuschreibt."? 


64 Vgl. oben Kapitel III. und die Liste in PREGER, Beitráge [wie Anm. 27], S. 30-35. 

65 TISCHENDORF, Anecdota [wie Anm. 51], S. 58-64. Skeptisch ist bereits J. F. SCHULTZE, 
Quaestionum Lydianarum particula prior, Greifswald, 1862, S. 5. 

96 L, TRAUBE, Varia libamenta critica, München, 1883, S. 28-30. Traube nimmt von der 
Edition von R durch TREU, Excerpta [wie Anm. 17] keine Notiz. 

97 TREU, Excerpta [wie Anm. 17], S. 57f., WÜNSCH, De mensibus [wie Anm. 1], S. XIV- 
XVI. 

68 PREGER, Beiträge [wie Anm. 27], S. 29. 

6% CAMERON — HERRIN, Constantinople [wie Anm. 32], S. 5, DAGRON, Constantinople [wie 
Anm. 35], S. 55-58 (wobei S. 31 Anm. 31, S. 49 in leichtem Widerspruch dazu stehen), MANAFIS, 
Political Margins [wie Anm. 18], S. 236; IDEM, The Excerpta [wie Anm. 6], S. 252. 

70 BERGER, Untersuchungen [wie Anm. 32], S. 48, 61, 65; IDEM, Georgios Kedrenos [wie 
Anm. 3], S. 242; IDEM, Accounts of Medieval Constantinople. The Patria (Dumbarton Oaks 
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In R1 unterschied Wünsch drei Gruppen, eine erste, deren Herkunft aus 
Peri menön völlig offen, eine zweite, deren Herkunft aus Peri menön 
wahrscheinlich, doch nicht zu erweisen, und eine dritte, deren Herkunft 
aus Peri menón sicher sei. Bei der dritten Gruppe ist jedoch abermals zu 
unterscheiden zwischen Unterkapiteln, die in R stark mit Kürzungen und 
Zusätzen versehen sind, so dass sie nur im Apparat als Parallelstellen auf- 
geführt werden kónnen, und solchen, die etwas zum Text einer Edition von 
Peri menön beitragen. 

Die Überprüfung von Wünschs Zuschreibung von Text in R1 an Peri 
ménon führt zu den folgenden Ergebnissen: Bei einer ersten Gruppe von 
Stellen handelt es sich um blosse Parallelen zu Passagen in Peri menön: Lyd. 
men. 4,51 p. 107,17-19 — R1.6 p. 4,29f., Lyd. men. 4,63 p. 114,6f. — R1.9, 
Lyd. men. 4,64 p. 116,18-21 — R1.10 p. 5,29-32, Lyd. men. 4,67 p. 120,14- 
18 — R1.11 (inkl. Titel), Lyd. men. 4,111 p. 150,16f. — R1.19 p. 8,6f. 
In diesen Fällen wird in R1 (mit Ausnahme von R1.19) eine (fiktive?) Statue 
allegorisch gedeutet. In den Parallelstellen bei Lydos hingegen ist nicht von 
Statuen die Rede (mit Ausnahme von men. 4,64), sondern es wird nur eine 
ühnliche Allegorese geboten. 

Von dieser ersten Gruppe zu unterscheiden ist eine zweite, bei der wórt- 
liche Übereinstimmungen zwischen R1 und Peri menön vorliegen: Lyd. men. 
4,138 p. 163,3-9 — R1.2, Lyd. men. 4,1 p. 63,16-64,8 — R1.4, Lyd. men. 
4,76 p. 129,7-130,3 — R1.13. Die beiden letzten Fälle werden andernorts 
besprochen werden. Es bleibt offen, ob R1.4 und R1.13 von Lydos abhängen 
oder die beiden Rezensionen unabhängig voneinander aus einer gemeinsamen 
Quelle, etwa das dem Traktat R1.12 zugrunde liegende Werk Peri agalma- 
tön des Porphyrios, schöpfen. Für das Verständnis der beiden Lydosstellen 
dürfen also R1.4 und R1.13 herangezogen werden, nicht aber als Textzeugen 
der Lydosüberlieferung. Die Forschung zu weiteren Traktaten von R1.4-18 
zeigt, dass die oben erwähnte Annahme, der ganze Inhalt von R1 stamme 
aus Peri menön, sehr unwahrscheinlich ist."! 

Was die Frage nach Lydos als Quelle von R1.2 betrifft, so ist darauf 
hinzuweisen, dass der Traktat in Lips in getrennter Form als R1.2a und 
R1.2b vorliegt und dass Wünschs Text von Lyd. men. 4,138 p. 163,3-9 stark 
von R abhängt. Wir stellen hier den Text aller Überlieferungstraditionen 
nebeneinander: ” 


Medieval Library, 24), Cambridge (MA) — London, 2013, S. XIIIf. Zurückhaltender ist IDEM, 
Georgios Kedrenos, S. 235f. 

7! Zu diesem Absatz vgl. ZINGG, Zum Verhältnis [wie Anm. 20]. 

73 Die Apparate stammen nicht aus den zitierten Editionen, sondern von mir. 
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Lips. gr. 72, ff. 1v,10-2r,1 


3 TH rennen τοῦ Ὀκτωβρίου μηνὸς οἱ peyso- 
νάρχαι καὶ σεβαστοφόροι ἐχόρευον ἐν τῷ 
Tovotsia, 

5 οἷον év τῷ ὀψοπωλείῳ, εἰς τιμὴν Τιβερίου: 
τὸν δὲ τοι- 
οὔτον τόπον νῦν oi ἰδιῶται Αὐγουστεῖον 
καλοῦσιν. 
εἰς τὸ ἄσκεπον τῆς Δάφνης εἰς τὴν μικρὰν 
αὐλὴν 
Κωνσταντῖνος ó Μέγας ἔστησε στήλην 
τῆς ἑαυτοῦ un- 
τρός, ἐξ ἧς ὠνόμασε τὸν τόπον Αὐγου- 
στεῖον. 

3 τῇ πέμπτῃ -- 9 Αὐγουστεῖον Wünsch e R, 

qui hab. Τιβερείου (corr. Wünsch), ἄσκεπτον 

(corr. Treu), ἔστησεν (corr. Treu) 3 τῇ 

πέμπτῃ — 6 καλοῦσιν] ὅτι (om. B) ἐν TH 

Βουστίω οἷον ἐν τῷ ὀψοπωλίω ἐχόρευον 

(ἐχόρευον transp. post oi σεβαστοφόροι B) οἱ 

σεβαστοφόροι TH πρὸ τριῶν Νωννῶν Ὄκτω- 

βρίων (τῆ — Ὀκτωβρίων om. B) εἰς τιμὴν 

Τιβερίου (εἰς τιμὴν Τιβερίου transp. ante oi 

σεβαστοφόροι B). τὸν δὲ τοιοῦτον τόπον oi 

ἰδιῶται Αὐγούστιον καλοῦσιν. B, S 


R1.2 p. 3,18-4,2 ed. TREU 


Suda A 4413 s.v. Αὔγουστος 
p. 410,26-31 ed. ADLER 


Πόθεν λέγεται Αὐγουστεῖον in marg.: a? 
Τῇ πέμπτῃ τοῦ Ὀκτωβρίου μηνὸς oi peys- 
ὠνάρχαι καὶ σεβαστοφόροι ἐχόρευον ἐν 
τῷ Αὐγουστείῳ, οἷον ἐν τῷ ὀψοπολείῳ εἰς 
τιμὴν Τιβερίου: τὸν δὲ τοιοῦτον τόπον νῦν 
οἳ ἰδιῶται Αὐγουστεῖον καλοῦσιν. 

Περὶ Αὐγουστείου κεφάλαιον β᾽ 

Εἰς τὸ ἄσκεπον τῆς Δάφνης εἰς τὴν μικρὰν 
αὐλὴν Κωνσταντῖνος 6 Μέγας ἔστησεν 
στήλην τῆς ἑαυτοῦ μητρός, ἐξ ἧς ὠνόμασεν 
τὸν τόπον Αὐγουστεῖον. 


addidi iota subscripta Τιβερείου Lips“ 


patr. 2.15 p. 158,4-10 ed. PRE- 
GER 


R1.2a Περὶ Αὐγουστείου 
TH πέμπτῃ τοῦ Ὀκτωβρίου 
μηνὸς οἱ ῥεγεωνάρχαι καὶ 
σεβαστοφόροι ἐχόρευον ἐν 
τῷ Γουστείῳ, οἷον ἐν τῷ ὀψο- 
πωλείῳ, εἰς τιμὴν Τιβερείου: 
τὸν δὲ τοιοῦτον τόπον νῦν οἱ 
ἰδιῶται Αὐγουστεῖον καλοῦ- 
σιν. R1.2b εἰς τὸ ἄσκεπον τῆς 
Δάφνης εἰς τὴν μικρὰν αὐλὴν 
Κωνσταντῖνος ὃ Μέγας 
ἔστησε στήλην τῆς ἑαυτοῦ 
μητρός, ἐξ ἧς ὠνόμασε τὸν 
τόπον Αὐγουστεῖον. 

iota adscripta inR ἄσκεπον 
Treu : ἄσκεπτον ΚΚ ἔστησε 
Treu : -σεν R 


ὅτι Αὐγουστεῖον ἐκλήθη, 
διότι τῇ ε τοῦ Ὀκτωβρίου 
μηνὸς οἱ ῥεγεωνάρχαι καὶ 
σεβαστοφόροι ἐχόρευον 
èv τῷ Αὐγουστείῳ, οἷον ἐν 
τῷ ὀψοπωλίῳ, εἰς τιμὴν 
Τιβερίου: τὸν δὲ τοιοῦτον 
τόπον οὕτως ἐκάλεσαν ἀπὸ 
τοῦ Αὔγουστος. ἔστησε δὲ 
καὶ 6 μέγας Κωνσταντῖνος 
εἰς τὸ ἄσκεπον τῆς Δάφνης 
στήλην τῆς ἑαυτοῦ μητρὸς, 
ἐξ ἧς ὠνόμασε τὸν τόπον 
Αὐγουστεῖον. 


Περὶ Αὐγουστίωνος 

TÀ πέμπτῃ τοῦ Ὀκτωβρίου 
μηνὸς ἐχόρευον οἱ ῥηγεωνάρ- 
yar ἐν τῷ [αὐ]γουστίωνι ἤγουν 
τῷ ὀψοπωλείῳ εἰς τιμὴν τοῦ 
βασιλεύοντος κατὰ τὸν και- 
ρόν. Τὸν αὐτὸν οὖν τόπον 
νῦν οἱ ἰδιῶται Αὐγουστίωνα 
καλοῦσιν: ἐν ᾧ καὶ στήλην ὃ 
μέγας Κωνσταντῖνος ἔστησεν 
τῆς ἑαυτοῦ μητρός: διὸ καὶ 
ἐπωνόμασε τὸν τόπον Αὐγουσ- 
τίωνα, πρότερον Γουστίωνα 
λεγόμενον ἤγουν ὀψοπωλεῖον. 


[αὐ]γουστίωνι scr. Preger 
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Aus R nimmt Wünsch p. 163,7-9 in seinen Text auf. Doch beschreibt 
seine Bemerkung zum ganzen Kapitel 4,138 p. 163,3-9 “XS [...] in brevius 
contracta haec habent" die Situation nicht korrekt.? B (Wünschs X) und 5 
verkürzen nicht p. 163,3-9, sondern sie bieten nur p. 163,3-6, dies jedoch 
vollständig.” B fährt gleich anschliessend an p. 163,6 mit men. 4,139 p. 163,10 
weiter, ohne eine Exzerptgrenze zu markieren. Dies spricht gegen die 
Annahme, B und S gingen auf einen gemeinsamen Vorfahren zurück, der 
den in R vollständig überlieferten Lydostext kürzte, wenn auch der Binde- 
fehler Βουστίω statt des in R erhaltenen Γουστείῳ grundsätzlich auf einen 
gemeinsamen Vorfahren hinweist. In der Tat hat Lips noch aus YY die 
Vorstufe von R1.2 bewahrt, bei der R1.2a (- Lyd. men. 4,138 p. 163,3-6) 
und R1.2b (- Lyd. men. 4,138 p. 163,7-9) noch nicht ein Traktat sind, 
obschon sie bereits unmittelbar aufeinander folgen. In R, der Suda und den 
Patria sind R1.2a und b miteinander verschmolzen, doch jeweils auf unter- 
schiedliche Weise, was die unabhängige parallele Neuerung verrät: R lässt 
einfach die Überschrift von R1.2a weg, die Suda und die Patria hingegen 
ändern den Text ab, wobei in den Patria auch der Sinn verändert wird, 
sodass die Helenastatue nicht mehr in der Daphne, sondern in dem auch in 
R1.7 - patr. 2,17 erwähnten Augustaion steht. Die Verschmelzung von 
R1.2a und b zu R1.2 lag aus Gründen der Vereinheitlichung nahe und wird 
bereits in R1.7 vorweggenommen.” Unter allen in R1 behandelten Themen 
scheint nämlich nur das Augusteion in R1.2 ursprünglich in YY in zwei 
aufeinanderfolgenden Traktaten erörtert worden zu sein.7? 


73 Dies hat DAGRON, Constantinople [wie Anm. 35], S. 57f. nicht bemerkt, der diese Stelle 
bespricht als Beispiel für den in den Patria zum Ausdruck kommenden Evolutionsprozess 
weg von historischen Fakten hin zu einem mythisch-imagináren Bild Konstantinopels. 
Er betrachtet Wünschs Text als “Lydos”, obschon es sich um R handelt. 

74 Zu korrigieren ist Wünschs Entscheid, aus R1.2a die Datierung in p. 163,3 τῇ πέμπτῃ 
τοῦ Ὀκτωβρίου µηνός zu übernehmen, wofür B und S den bei Lydos häufigen altrómischen 
Datierungstyp τῇ πρὸ τριῶν νωνῶν Ὀκτωβρίων haben. Lydos verwendet zwar auch den in 
R1.2a gebrauchten moderneren, etwa in men. 3,17 p. 57,24.26, doch ist der altrömische Typ, 
der auch gleich im folgenden Kapitel men. 4,139 p. 163,10 gebraucht wird, lectio difficilior. 

75 R1.7 p. 5,1-5 Περὶ ἀγάλματος τοῦ ἐν τῷ Αὐγουστείῳ ἐφίππου κρατοῦντος σταυρὸν 
καὶ σφαῖραν. Κτίσας à μακάριος Ἰουστινιανὸς τὴν ἁγίαν Σοφίαν ἐκάθηρε τὴν αὐλὴν καὶ 
ἐμαρμάρωσεν αὐτὴν τὸ πρὶν οὖσαν Γουστεῖον, ὃ ἑρμηνεύεται ὀψοπωλεῖον. S. dazu auch 
ZiNGG, Zum Verhältnis [wie Anm. 20]. 

76 Weniger leicht zu vereinigen waren hingegen R1.13 und R1.18 zu Hermes, die in R und 
Lips, die hier wohl die ursprüngliche Reihenfolge von YY bewahren, nicht nebeneinander 
stehen. In den Patria hingegen stehen sie als 2,9 und 2,10 nebeneinander, in der Suda sind sie 
zu einem Lemma E 3037 s.v. Ἑρμῆν verschmolzen. Etwas anders gelagert ist der Fall des 
Titels in R1.3, p. 4,3: Περὶ ἀτραβατικῶν κεφάλαια y' Lips : Περὶ ἀτραβατικῶν R, patr. 
Hier sind sowohl in Lips als auch in R und in patr. 2,14a alle drei Erklárungen des Begriffs 
ἀτραβατικαί in einem Traktat verschmolzen (ich zitiere den Text von R): ἐνεδύοντο χλαμύ- 
δας [...] [a] ξηραμπελίνας τὸ χρῶμα, ἃς ἐκάλουν ἀτραβατικάς, ἢ [b] ἀπὸ τοῦ χρώματος: τὸ 
γὰρ μέλαν ἄτρον καλοῦσιν, ἢ [c] ὅτι μετὰ τὰς τραβαίας ταύταις εἰώθεσαν χρῆσθαι. Noch 
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Nicht nur diese textkritischen Überlegungen, sondern auch der Inhalt 
spricht gegen die Annahme, R1.2a und b seien bereits bei Lydos eine Einheit 
gewesen. Der Begriff ῥεγεωνάρχαι ist nur hier bezeugt. Er muss wie auch die 
in spáteren byzantinischen Quellen auftretenden Termini ῥεγεωνάριοι, κριταὶ 
τῶν ῥεγεώνων und γειτονιάρχαι die curatores bezeichnen, von denen gemáss 
der in der ersten Hälfte des 5. Jh. auf Lateinisch verfassten Notitia urbis 
Constantinopolitanae je einer einer der vierzehn regiones vorstand, in die 
Konstantinopel aufgeteilt war.” Die σεβαστοφόροι setzt Lydos andernorts 
mit den Αὐγουστάλιοι gleich, einer Klasse von Beamten, die noch in der 
Verwaltung des frühbyzantinischen Staates christlicher Prägung zu Lydos’ 
Zeit existierte.” In R1.2a wird nun aber die Aktivität der ῥεγεωνάρχαι und 
der σεβαστοφόροι als ἐχόρευον εἰς τιμὴν Τιβερίου “sie pflegten zu tanzen 
zu Ehren des Tiberius" beschrieben und somit im Kontext des abgeschafften 
heidnischen Kaiserkultes der rómischen Vergangenheit verortet. Die Passage 
hat noch keine befriedigende Erklärung gefunden.” Einerseits scheint Lydos 
die ῥεγεωνάρχαι der vierzehn Regionen Konstantinopels und die σεβαστο- 
φόροι als Beamtenklasse seiner Gegenwart mit den curatores der vierzehn 
Regionen Roms und den Augustales, Priestern des römischen Kaiserkultes, zu 
vermischen. Die Verbindung von ῥεγεωνάρχαι und σεβαστοφόροι bei Lydos 
lässt sich dadurch erklären, dass die curatores den vici magistri ihrer jewei- 
ligen regio vorstanden und Letzteren u.a. der Kult des genius Augusti oblag.9? 


weiter geht die Suda A 4377 s.v. ἀτραβατικάς, welche unter Weglassung von ἤ die Erklárun- 
gen [a] und [b] vereint. Der Sinn von κεφάλαια y’ war in YY wohl von Anbeginn an nicht 
offenkundig, weshalb die Bemerkung in R und den Patria unabhängig voneinander weggelassen 
wurde. Teile von R1.3 können aus Peri menön sein, beweisen lässt sich dies jedoch nicht, vgl. 
WÜNSCH, De mensibus [wie Anm. 1], S. XV und Lyd. mag. 1,17,1 τὰς δὲ χλαμύδας ἀτραβαττικὰς 
ἐκ τοῦ χρώματος, ὅτι τὸ φαιὸν Kat’ αὐτοὺς ἄτρον προσαγορεύεται, das an [b] erinnert, in φαιόν 
statt μέλαν aber doch eine kleine Differenz aufweist. 

7 A. BERGER, Regionen und Straßen im frühen Konstantinopel, in Istanbuler Mitteilungen, 
47 (1997), S. 352-354. 

78 Lyd. men. fr. inc. sed. 3 p. 179,5-9 mit dem Kommentar von M. HOOKER, John Lydus, 
On the Months (De Mensibus). Translated with Introduction and Annotations, ?2017, auf https:// 
archive.org/details/JohnLydusOnTheMonthsTr.Hooker2ndEd.2017 [Stand: 21.10.2018], S. 182 
Anm. 6; mag. 3,9-10. 

7 Man darf vermuten, dass im Hintergrund ein Bezug zu den von Tiberius eingerichteten 
ludi Augustales zu Ehren seines Vorgängers (5.-12. Oktober) besteht, vgl. HOOKER, John 
Lydus [wie Anm. 78], S. 160 Anm. 11. BERGER, Untersuchungen [wie Anm. 32], S. 235-238 
interpretiert R1.2a und R1.2b zusammen und geht grundsätzlich davon aus, dass die gegebenen 
Informationen historisch sind. Die Spekulationen von L. PEDRONI, The Salii at the Nonae of 
October: Reading Lyd. Mens. 4.138 W, in E. P. CUEVA — J. MARTÍNEZ (Hrsg.), Splendide Mendax: 
Rethinking Fakes and Forgeries in Classical, Late Antique, and Early Christian Literature, 
Groningen, 2016, S. 273-286 zu R 1.2 sind auf Sand gebaut; die Probleme der Überlieferung 
nimmt er nicht zur Kenntnis. 

9? Die Hierarchie curatores — vici magistri geht sehr schön aus CIL VI,1 975 (136 n.Chr.) 
für das kaiserzeitliche Rom hervor und ist durch die Notitia auch für das Konstantinopel des 
5. Jh. belegt. S. auch RE IV (1901), 1797 s.v. Curatores (E. KORNEMANN), RE VIIA (1958), 
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Andererseits ist die Szene, in der die beiden Priestergruppen zusammen in 
einer Markthalle zu Ehren von Tiberius, der nie offiziell vergóttlicht wurde, 
tanzen, wahrscheinlich fiktiv. Falls nicht einfach ein Missverstándnis vonseiten 
von Lydos vorliegt, lässt sich an einen etymologischen Witz auf Augustus’ 
unpopulären Nachfolger denken, der angeblich durch einen Kulttanz an einem 
hóchst profanen Ort, einer Markthalle namens γουστεῖον (ein hapax legome- 
non im Griechischen wie im Lateinischen, dessen Ableitung von gustus 
jedoch durchsichtig ist), anstatt in einem offiziósen Augusteion geehrt wurde. 
Der geographische Rahmen dieses Witzes muss Rom sein und nicht Byzanz, 
eine kleine Provinzstadt im frühen Prinzipat, in der es einen Kaiserkult von 
ῥεγεωνάρχαι nicht gegeben haben kann. 

R1.2b hingegen gibt eine abweichende Etymologie für Augusteion, die 
auf Konstantinopel zugeschnitten ist. Sie beruht allerdings móglicherweise 
auf einer Verwechslung: Der südwestlich der Hagia Sophia und ausserhalb 
des kaiserlichen Palastes gelegene eingefriedete Platz hiess Augustaion. 
Die in Handschriften und der Forschung häufig anzutreffende Schreibweise 
mit -ai- statt -ei- hängt möglicherweise mit der Ableitung des Namens von der 
dort aufgestellten Statue der Augusta Helena, der Mutter Konstantins, 
zusammen.*! Diese verbrannte jedoch möglicherweise 476 und war daher zum 
Zeitpunkt der Abfassung unserer Quellen vielleicht gar nicht mehr sichtbar.®? 


2481-83 s.v. Vici magistri (J. BLEICKEN), J. RÜPKE, Les archives des petits collèges. Le cas 
des vicomagistri, in: La mémoire perdue. Recherches sur l'administration romaine (Collection 
de l'École francaise de Rome, 243), Rom, 1998, S. 27-44. 

$1 Eindeutig auf das Augustaion als Standort der Helenastatue weisen Malalas p. 321,10-12 
ed. L. DINDORF, /oannis Malalae chronographia, Bonn, 1831 und das aus ihm schópfende 
Chronicon Paschale p. 529,1-4 ed. IDEM, Chronicon Paschale, Bonn, 1832. Hesych. patr. 40 
kónnte sich auch auf eine Helenastatue im Palast beziehen. Vgl. zum Augustaion auch 
C. MANGO, The Brazen House. A Study of the Vestibule of the Imperial Palace of Constantinople 
(Arkeologisk-kunsthistoriske Meddelelser, 4,4), Kopenhagen, 1959, S. 45f. Im Folgenden wird 
die Schreibweise mit -ai- dann angewandt, wenn der Platz gemeint ist, doch kann man hin- 
sichtlich der Orthographie auch aufgrund des z.T. prekären Editionsstandes der Quellen zu 
keinem absolut sicheren Ergebnis kommen: Die Notitia Urbis Constantinopolitanae p. 232 
ed. O. SEECK, Notitia dignitatum. Accedunt Notitia urbis Constantinopolitanae et Latercula 
provinciarum, Berlin, 1876 als älteste Quelle (erste Hälfte 5. Jh.) hat Augusteum, was auf 
-ει- oder -αι- zurückgehen mag. Petros Patrikios hat in iustinianischer Zeit Αὐγουσταῖον 
(überliefert in Konst. Porph. de cer. p. 415,1 ed. J. J. REISKE, Constantini Porphyrogeniti 
imperatoris De cerimoniis aulae Byzantinae libri duo, Bonn, 1829). Bei der nächstjüngeren 
wichtigen Erwühnung bei Hesych weist das Αὐγουστίων und Αὐγουστεών der Überlieferung 
wiederum auf Αὐγουστεῖον oder Αὐγουσταῖον hin, vielleicht auch auf eine Vermischung mit 
einer angeblich Αὐγουστίων genannten, im Augustaion aufgestellten Reiterstatue Iustinians 
auf einer riesigen Säule, vgl. R1.7, Kedr. 408,2 ed. L. TARTAGLIA, Georgii Cedreni Historiarum 
compendium (Bollettino dei classici. Supplemento, 30), Rom, 2016. Preger korrigierte in Hesych 
zu Αὐγουσταῖον. Malalas hat Αὐγουστιών, das Chronicon Paschale Αὐγουσταῖον. Lips, R 
und die Suda bieten in R1.2b Αὐγουστεῖον. 

82 Vgl. Suda M 120 s.v. Μάλχος: [...] τὸν ἐμπρησμὸν τῆς δημοσίας βιβλιοθήκης καὶ 
τῶν ἀγαλμάτων τοῦ Αὐγουσταίου καὶ ἄλλα τινὰ διεξέρχεται μάλα σεμνῶς [...]. Parast. 43 
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Der Augusteus hingegen war ein an die Daphne angrenzender Teil des kon- 
stantinischen Kaiserpalastes. Dieser "obere", spátantike Teil des Kaiser- 
palastes scheint zur Zeit von Konstantin VII. Porphyrogennetos in der Mitte 
des 10. Jh. und damit etwa zeitgleich mit der Entstehungszeit von R unbe- 
wohnt gewesen zu sein und nurmehr zeremoniellen Zwecken gedient zu 
haben.** Das unter des Kaisers Namen bekannte Werk De cerimoniis weist 
bei der Verwendung der alten Namen von Palastteilen bisweilen Unsicher- 
heiten auf,*^ so auch hinsichtlich des Augusteus und des Augustaion, für 
die der codex unicus der Überlieferung mehrfach falsche Namensformen 
bietet. Es lässt sich nicht sagen, ob R1.2b das einzige, doch historisch 
korrekte Zeugnis darstellt für eine Helenastatue in der Daphne nahe beim 
Augusteus, der im Text zu Augusteion umbenannt worden wäre, oder ob 
R1.2b sich auf die Helenastatue im Augustaion bezieht, doch diese (wegen 
des Augusteus?) fälschlicherweise in der Daphne verortet. 

Erst durch die Vereinigung von R1.2a und R1.2b wird der Traktat R1.2 
also als ganzer zu einem patriographischen. Sicher aus Peri menön geschópft 
ist nur R1.2a und die Überlieferungstraditionen von Y Y sind hier als Text- 
zeugen von Peri ménón zu betrachten. Die Quelle von R1.2b hingegen lässt 
sich nicht eruieren.®° Unsere Untersuchung zu R1.1-3 und R1.19-23 bestätigt 
das zu R1.4-18 gewonnene Bild, dass für R1 die Abhängigkeit von Peri 
ménon nur in vereinzelten Fällen zu beweisen ist oder überhaupt nur wahr- 
scheinlich gemacht werden kann. Inhaltliche Parallelen zwischen R1 und 
Peri menön sind meist oberflächlich. Wünsch zeichnet in seiner praefatio 
ein zu optimistisches Bild von der Relevanz von R1 für Peri menön, dem er 


bezieht sich vielleicht auf die gleiche Helenastatue, die als noch existent (doch zu welchem 
Zeitpunkt?) beschrieben wird, allerdings ist der Text sehr korrupt, s. CAMERON — HERRIN, 
Constantinople [wie Anm. 32], S. 230-232. 

83 S. J. M. FEATHERSTONE, De cerimoniis and the Great Palace, in P. STEPHENSON 
(Hrsg.), The Byzantine World, Abingdon, 2010, S. 162-174, der den oberen Palast als “a 
sort of museum" bezeichnet und den antiquarischen Charakter des in De cerimoniis für die 
Mitte des 10. Jh. bezeugten Hofzeremoniells hervorhebt. Einen Plan mit der ungefähren 
Lokalisierung der einzelnen Teile des archáologisch weitgehend unerforschten Palastes bietet 
ibidem, S. 164, s. auch J. BARDILL, Visualizing the Great Palace of the Byzantine Emperors 
at Constantinople. Archaeology, Text, and Topography, in F. A. BAUER (Hrsg.), Visualisie- 
rungen von Herrschaft. Frühmittelalterliche Residenzen — Gestalt und Zeremoniell (Byzas, 5), 
Istanbul, 2006, S. 5-20. 

84 FEATHERSTONE, De cerimoniis [wie Anm. 83], S. 164f. 

85 Augustaion statt Augusteus: Konst. Porph. de cer. p. 408,16, 416,9, 421,17 (alle drei 
Stellen stammen aus Petros Patrikios); Augustion (Αὐγουστίων) statt Augustaion: p. 14,7 
(Αὐγουστέωνα), 33,17.18(?), 132,8; Augusteus statt Augustaion: p. 63,19, 168,9, 214,23. 

86 Inspiration geboten haben könnte Hesych. patr. 40 καὶ τῆς ἑαυτοῦ μητρὸς Ἑλένης ἐπὶ 
κίονος ἀνέστησεν ἄγαλμα καὶ τὸν τόπον ὠνόμασεν Αὐγουσταῖον, woraus patr. 1,44 und 
Vita Const. 48 p. 574 ed. H.-G. Opitz, Die Vita Constantini des Codex Angelicus 22, Byz, 9 
(1934), p. 535-593 schópfen. 
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selber in seiner Edition, welche R nur zurückhaltend als Textzeugen heran- 
zieht, glücklicherweise nicht nachgelebt hat. 


Das andere Grosskapitel neben R1, in dem Peri menön seit Treu als eine 
Quelle ausgemacht worden war,*’ ist RS, das die folgenden Traktate umfasst: 


R5.1 Περὶ βρουµαλίων, p. 38,22-39,18 

R5.2 Περὶ βισέξτου, p. 39,19-40,31 (Wünschs Tractatus de bisexto) 

R5.3 Περὶ γενέσεως ἀνθρώπου καὶ ὅθεν τρίτα ἔνατα καὶ τεσσαρακοστὰ 
ἐπιτελοῦνται τοῖς τεθνεῶσιν, p. 41,1-23 (Wünschs Tractatus Splinii) 

R5.4 Περὶ ποσότητος τῶν τικτομένων, p. 41,24-42,3 

R5.5 Περὶ Ἴστρου τοῦ ποταμοῦ, p. 42,4-44,21 

R5.6 Περὶ πιπέρεως, p. 44,22-45,2 

R5.7 Περὶ 0 καὶ C [d.i. Περὶ ἡλίου καὶ σελήνης], p. 45,3-9 

R5.8 Περὶ σεισμῶν, p. 45,10-46,9 

R5.9 Περὶ σκηπτῶν, p. 46,10-23 

R5.10 Περὶ πυρόεντος κεραυνοῦ, p. 46,24-47,33 


Die alphabetische Reihenfolge der Traktate in R5, die wir als Fortsetzung 
von R3 gedeutet haben,®® wird nach zwei Traktaten zu Stichwörtern auf Beta 
und einem auf Gamma aufgegeben. Noch thematisch begründet ist der 
Anschluss von R5.4 an R5.3, danach folgen ohne erkennbare durchgehende 
Ordnung R5.5-10. Ein Redaktor hat allerdings wie in R4 Spuren hinterlassen, 
die auf eine bewusste Anordnung hindeuten.*” Seltsam ist allerdings, dass das 
unter II oder K einzureihende Lemma R5.10 mit Bezug auf das vorangehende 
R5.9 anhebt mit προέφθημεν εἰς τὸ σ στοιχεῖον εἰπόντες περὶ σκηπτῶν. 
Die offenbar vorausgesetzte alphabetische Anordnung wird so von Anfang 
an nicht beachtet. In thematischer Hinsicht ist R5 eine Sammlung von Trak- 
taten von Wissenswertem aller Art ohne erkennbare Einheit. Aus inhaltlichen 
Gründen ist am ehesten bei R5.1 und R5.2 an eine Herkunft aus Peri menön 
zu denken. Die Zuschreibung von Traktaten in R5 zu Peri menön ist jedoch 
grundsätzlich heikel und muss hier neu aufgerollt werden. 


87 Zu den Quellen von R5 vgl. TREU, Excerpta [wie Anm. 17], S. 58, WÜNSCH, De men- 
sibus [wie Anm. 1], S. XVI-XIX. 

$8 S.o. Kapitel ΠΠ. 

89 R5.4 p. 41,25f. ἐπειδὴ περὶ γενέσεως εἴπομεν, οὐ πόρρω τοῦ πρέποντος οἶμαι φάναι 
καὶ περὶ ποσότητος τῶν τικτομένων leitet unter Verweis auf 5.3 Περὶ γενέσεως ἀνθρώπου 
den Traktat Περὶ ποσότητος τῶν τικτομένων ein; R5.10 p. 46,25-27 προέφθημεν εἰς τὸ o 
στοιχεῖον εἰπόντες περὶ σκηπτῶν καὶ ἐλλιπῶς αὐτὸ εἰρηκότες, νῦν τελεώτερον καὶ ἀκρι- 
βέστερον δεῖν Φήθημεν ἐμφῆναι, καὶ μάλιστα περὶ πυρόεντος leitet unter Verweis auf R5.9 
Περὶ σκηπτῶν den Traktat Περὶ πυρόεντος κεραυνοῦ ein. In R5.10 p. 47,251. ὡς ἂν δὲ μὴ 
ἀτελὴς À ἢ περὶ κεραυνῶν διδασκαλία, δεῖ καὶ περὶ καιρῶν αὐτῶν καὶ τόπων διαλαβεῖν 
überbrückt der Exzerptor seinen Sprung in der Benutzung der Vorlage von Lyd. ost. 45 p. 100,4 
zurück nach Lyd. ost. 43 p. 95,19 ed. K. WACHSMUTH, Joannis Laurentii Lydi liber De Ostentis 
et Calendaria Graeca omnia, Leipzig, ?1897. 
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R5.1 wurde von Wünsch vollstándig in seinen Text aufgenommen als 
Lyd. men. 4,158 p. 173,18-174,31. Vom Thema her passt R5.1 zu Peri 
ménón und der Traktat füllt insofern eine Lücke in der Überlieferung von 
Lydos' Schrift, als in deren erhaltenen Text sonst das Fest der Brumalia 
nicht erwähnt wird. Wenn man bedenkt, wie häufig in R5 Lydos als Quelle 
diente, ist Wünschs Annahme grundsätzlich plausibel. R5.1 wurde in der 
Forschung oft besprochen; Zweifel an Wünschs Zuschreibung kamen nie 
auf.? Gegen Wünschs Entscheid sprechen jedoch zwei Einwände: Erstens 
gibt es keine wórtlichen Überschneidungen mit anderen Exzerpten aus Peri 
ménón. Immerhin gibt es in inhaltlicher Hinsicht zwei Übereinstimmungen 
mit Stellen, die in Wünschs Ausgabe vorausgehen bzw. folgen.”! Die zweite 
von diesen stammt allerdings aus 4,159, einem Kapitel, das keinen Hinweis 
auf den Dezember enthält und nur in der Handschrift S überliefert ist, welche 
die ursprüngliche Reihenfolge von Lydos' Text häufig nicht einhält, wes- 
halb Wünschs Verortung von 4,159 im Dezember spekulativ ist. Das Exzerpt 
stammt vermutlich vielmehr aus dem Abschnitt zum August in Peri menön.?? 
Zweitens spricht der Inhalt von R5.1 gegen Lydos als Autor.?? Das Ziel von 


% Vgl. HOOKER, John Lydus [wie Anm. 78], S. 174-177 und die dort aufgeführte Literatur, 
der I. ROCHOW, Zu “heidnischen” Bräuchen bei der Bevölkerung des Byzantinischen Reiches 
im 7. Jahrhundert, vor allem aufgrund der Bestimmungen im Trullanum, in Klio, 60 (1978), 
S. 484, 487f. hinzuzufügen ist. Die Zuschreibung an Lydos geht eigentlich bereits auf F. CUMONT, 
Le roi des Saturnales, in Revue de philologie, 21 (1897), 149 Anm. 2 zurück. Gewisse Vor- 
behalte gegenüber der Zuschreibung scheint immerhin AMERIO, Ancora sui nuovi frammenti 
[wie Anm. 18], S. 39 zu haben. 

?! Lyd. men. 4,158 p. 174,5f. Βρουμάλια δὲ οἱονεὶ χειμεριναὶ ἑορταί. ἀργοῦντες οὖν τὸ 
τηνικάδε oi Ῥωμαῖοι ~ 151 p. 168,21f. ἀπὸ δὲ τῆς πεντεκαιδεκάτης τοῦ Νοεμβρίου μέχρις 
ὅλου τοῦ Δεκεμβρίου ἤργουν oi Ῥωμαῖοι bzw. 158 p. 174,26 6 Κρόνος ὡς ταρταρωθεὶς 
ὑπὸ τοῦ Διός ~ 159 p. 175.268. oi μυθικοὶ τὸν Κρόνον καταταρταροῦσιν. 

2 An 4,117 p. 155,19-22 (nur in B überliefert) δύο Πᾶνάς φασι. τινὲς δέ φασι τὸν Πᾶνα 
ἐκ Κρόνου καὶ Ῥέας γενέσθαι, ἀντὶ τοῦ ἐκ τοῦ νοῦ καὶ τῆς ὑγρᾶς οὐσίας, otov τῆς ὑλικῆς 
ἀπειρίας, τόδε τὸ πᾶν kann unmittelbar anschliessen 4,159 p. 175,1-4 ὅτι oi φυσικοί qaot 
τόδε τὸ πᾶν [1] ὕλην ἀνείδεον πρὸ τῆς διακοσμήσεως γενέσθαι ποτέ, ὅθεν καὶ τὴν ὕλην 
Ἅιδην οἱ φιλοσοφήσαντές φασι καὶ Τάρταρον [...]. 

% Die entscheidende Passage ist R5.1 p. 39,8-18 φυλάττεται δὲ ἢ τοιαύτη συνήθεια ἔτι 
καὶ νῦν καὶ κατὰ τὸν Νοέμβριον καὶ Δεκέμβριον ἄχρι τῶν αὐξιφωτίων προσφέρουσιν 
αὐτὰ τοῖς ἱερεῦσιν. τὸ γὰρ Kat’ ὄνομα χαιρετίζειν ἐν τοῖς Βρουμαλίοις νεώτερόν ἐστι" 
τὸ δὲ ἀληθέστερον, ἐξ οὗ καὶ ἡ ἐκκλησία ἀποτρέπεται αὐτά, Κρονίας ἑορτὰς αὐτὰς 
λέγουσιν. ἐν νυκτὶ δὲ γίνονται, ὅτι ἐν σκότει ἐστὶν ὃ Κρόνος ὡς ταρταρωθεὶς ὑπὸ τοῦ 
Διός. αἰνίττονται δὲ τὸν σῖτον ἀπὸ τοῦ ἐν τῇ γῇ σπαρῆναι καὶ τὸ λοιπὸν μὴ φαινομένου. 
τοῦτο δέ ἐστιν ἀληθέστερον, ὡς εἴρηται, ὅτι νυκτοπόρος À περὶ αὐτὸν σπουδή, ὥστε 
λοιπὸν κατὰ τὸ ἀληθὲς τῶν καταχθονίων δαιμόνων εἰσὶν ἑορταὶ τὰ βρουμάλια. “Dieser 
Brauch [sc. die Darbringung von Teilen der Ernte an Wein, Öl, Korn, Honig etc.] wird auch 
jetzt noch beachtet und im November und Dezember bis zur Sonnenwende bringen sie diese 
Dinge den Priestern. Die Namensglückwünsche an den Brumalia nämlich sind etwas recht 
Rezentes; ein älteres und ursprünglicheres Element aber, dessentwegen auch die Kirche sich 
von ihnen abwendet, ist, dass man dieses Fest das des Kronos nennt. Sie finden in der Nacht 
statt, weil Kronos im Dunkeln ist, da er von Zeus in den Tartaros verbannt wurde. Man bezeich- 
net das Korn als Symbol, weil es in die Erde gesát und fürderhin nicht mehr sichtbar ist. Dies 
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R5.1 ist es, zu zeigen, dass die Brumalia nicht, wie es jüngerem Brauch 
entspricht, eine harmlose 24-tägige Festperiode sind, während der an jedem 
Tag ein anderer Buchstabe des Alphabets und alle Tráger eines Namens, der 
mit dem entsprechenden Buchstaben beginnt, geehrt werden, sondern ein 
Fest für die Unterweltsdámonen. Auf diese “Wahrheit” (ἀληθέστερον, 
ἀληθές) über die Brumalia weist der Autor drei Mal hin und hebt sie 
dadurch stark hervor. Auch die Kirche lehnt das Fest wegen dieser “Wahr- 
heit" ab und es ist anzunehmen, dass der Autor die Haltung der Kirche teilt. 
Dies passt schlecht zu Lydos, der die Kirche als Institution in den übrigen 
Fragmenten von Peri menön kein einziges Mal erwähnt und sonst keine 
heidnischen Bräuche aus dem Grund ablehnt, dass die offizielle Position der 
Kirche sie missbilligt.?^ Die Kirche verurteilte unseres Wissens auch erst auf 
dem concilium in Trullo im Jahre 691 das Feiern der Brumalia zum ersten 
Mal offiziell (und ohne nachhaltigen Erfolg). Im 6. Jh. hingegen feierte gar 
Kaiser Iustinian noch die Brumalia.? Demnach ist wohl 691 der terminus 
post quem für R5.1 und Lydos als Autor aus chronologischen Gründen aus- 
geschlossen. Man kann allerdings vermuten, der Verfasser von R5.1 habe 
sein Traktat (auch) aus Material aus Lydos zusammengestellt, doch muss 
offenbleiben, ob und in welchem Umfang dies geschah. 

R5.2 weist inhaltlich viele Parallelen zu Lyd. men. 3,10 p. 43,17-49,24 
auf. Wie R5.2 erklärt dieses lange und gut erhaltene Kapitel die Grundzüge 
des rómischen Kalenders. Vermutlich zog der Verfasser von R5.2 Lydos als 


aber ist wahrer, wie gesagt wurde, dass dessen Verehrung durch nächtliche Umzüge geschieht, 
so dass also in Wahrheit die Brumalia ein Fest der unterirdischen Dämonen sind." ἐξ οὗ 
bedeutet üblicherweise in temporalem Sinne "seitdem" und daher übersetzt A.-M. BERNARDI, 
Regards croisés sur les origines de Rome: la féte des « Brumalia » chez Malalas et Jean Lydos, 
in S. AGUSTA-BOULAROT (Hrsg.), Recherches sur la « Chronique » de Jean Malalas (Actes du 
Colloque « Jean Malalas et l’histoire », organisé les 21 et 22 octobre 2005 à Aix-en-Provence), 
Paris, 2006, 61: “Ce qui est vrai, c'est que, depuis que l'Église les met à l'écart, on les appelle 
fétes de Kronos (Saturnales)." An unserer Stelle ergibt diese Auffassung jedoch keinen Sinn, 
weil der Autor von R5.1 sich ja anschickt den wahren Kern (ἀληθέστερον) der Brumalia zu 
ergründen, der in Opposition zu einem jüngeren Zusatz (νεώτερον) steht. Ahnlich wie ich 
übersetzen R. MAZZA, Choricius of Gaza Oration XIII: Religion and State in the Age of Jus- 
tinian, in E. DEPALMA DIGESER — R. M. FRAKES — J. STEPHENS (Hrsg.), The Rhetoric of Power 
in Late Antiquity: Religion and Politics in Byzantium, Europe and the Early Islamic World, 
London -- New York, 2010, S. 174 und HOOKER, John Lydus [wie Anm. 78], S. 176. 

% Anders F. GRAF, Roman Festivals in the Greek East. From the Early Empire to the 
Middle Byzantine Era, Cambridge, 2015, S. 208-214, der jedoch die Überlieferung von Peri 
ménon nicht ganz verstanden hat. 

?5 Das kirchliche Verbot steht in den Kanones des Konzils (62 p. 142,10-16 ed. G. NEDUN- 
GATT — M. FEATHERSTONE [Hrsg.], The Council in Trullo Revisited [Kanonika, 6], Rom, 1995). 
ROCHOW, Zu “heidnischen” Bräuchen [wie Anm. 90], S. 486 bemerkt, dass eine Anzahl wei- 
terer gegen heidnische Bräuche gerichteter Bestimmungen in diesen Konzilsakten zum ersten 
Mal bezeugt sind. Zu den Brumalia im 6. Jh. vgl. Chorik. or. 13 und Mazza, Choricius [wie 
Anm. 93], S. 172-193. 
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Quelle heran, kürzte und veränderte seine Vorlage jedoch so stark, dass R5.2 
als Textzeuge für Lydos ausscheidet.?6 Was die in R5.2 vorliegende Fassung 
angeht, so taucht sie auch in der Appendix Α zur Synopsis maior Basilico- 
rum auf.” Ich habe von den ältesten Handschriften fünf eingesehen: Laur. 
plut. 4.10, ff. 300r,31-301r,7 (11. Jh.), Par. gr. 1346, ff. 273v,34-274r,37 
(11./12. Jh.), Vat. gr. 854, ff. 265r,10-265v,17 (11. Jh.), Vat. Pal. gr. 13, 
ff. 347r,4-347v,12 (subscriptio des Kopisten Georgios Kamarenos vom 
16.3.1167) und Vind. Jur. gr. 1, ff. 343r,21-343v,33 (11. Jh.). Es handelt 
sich in allen Fällen um Pergamenthandschriften. Üblicherweise wurde der 
Traktat von der Haupthand in textu kopiert und zwar vergesellschaftet mit 
anderen Texten aus der Appendix A.* Alle Handschriften weisen den (abge- 
sehen von kleinen Abweichungen) gleichen Text wie R5.2 auf. Nach dem 
in R5.2 und AIV3 überlieferten Schluss, der in Wünschs Ausgabe Lyd. men. 
3,11 p. 49,25-50,2 entspricht, bietet AIV3 noch mehr Text aus 3,11 p. 50,11f., 
51,10-52,6. Dieser in AIV3 erhaltene Text macht es sehr wahrscheinlich, dass 
Lydos auch im vorangehenden Teil die Quelle ist.” 

R5.3 ist eine gekürzte Fassung von Lyd. men. 4,26 p. 84,14-86,11. 
Die gleiche Rezension taucht in der Appendix zur Synopsis maior Basili- 
corum auf!” und zwar in den von mir eingesehenen fünf Handschriften im 
Laur. plut. 4.10, f. 301r,8-25, Par. gr. 1346, ff. 274r,38-274v,14, Vat. gr. 854, 
f. 265v,18-35, Vat. Pal. gr. 13, f. 347v,13-28 und Vind. Jur. gr. 1, ff. 343v, 


% Dies ist im Grunde auch der Schluss, den WüNscH, De mensibus [wie Anm. 1], S. XVI zieht. 

97 Vgl. N. G. SVORONOS, La Synopsis major des Basiliques et ses appendices (Bibliothèque 
byzantine. Études, 4), Paris, 1964, S. 47 AIV3. L. BURGMANN et al. (Hrsg.), Repertorium der 
Handschriften des byzantinischen Rechts. Teil I: Die Handschriften des weltlichen Rechts 
(Nr. 1-327) (Forschungen zur byzantinischen Rechtsgeschichte, 20), Frankfurt/M., 1995, S. 452 
erwähnen unter den Handschriften des byzantinischen weltlichen Rechts (nicht nur der Synop- 
sis maior) vierzehn Textzeugen, keiner älter als das 11. Jh. und somit alle jünger als R. 

98 WÜNSCH, De mensibus [wie Anm. 1], S. XXI-XXIX erwähnt die meisten der von uns 
besprochenen Handschriften, doch ohne den Hinweis, dass es sich in allen Fällen um Hand- 
schriften der Synopsis maior handelt. Er erweckt beim Leser zu Unrecht den Eindruck, AIV3 
und die gleich zu besprechenden Traktate AIV4 und AIV5 seien in den angeführten Hand- 
schriften völlig zufällige Lückenfüller auf ehemals leeren Seiten. 

9 Zu R5.2 und AIV3 tritt mit P.1 noch eine dritte Rezension. P.1 geht freier mit dem Text 
um und weist Zusätze auf, die teilweise nicht aus Lydos stammen. Sie bietet am Ende noch 
mehr Text als AIV3 aus Lyd. men. 3,11 p. 52,6-53,5, s. ZINGG, The Fragments [wie Anm. 5]. 
P.1 hat wohl den Traktat Περὶ βισέξτου in seinem ursprünglichen Umfang erhalten. AIV3 
und noch stärker R5.2 hingegen lassen Text weg, der nichts mit dem bisextum, dem Schalttag 
des altrómischen Kalenders, zu tun hat. Es lässt sich nicht genau sagen, in welchem stemma- 
tischen Verhältnis R5.2, AIV3 und P.1 zueinander stehen. 

100 Vel. SVORONOS, La Synopsis [wie Anm. 97], S. 48 AIV4. BURGMANN et al., Repertorium 
[wie Anm. 97], S. 452 erwähnen unter den Handschriften des byzantinischen weltlichen 
Rechts (nicht nur der Synopsis maior) siebzehn Textzeugen, keiner älter als das 11. Jh. und 
somit alle jünger als R. Die Rezension der Synopsis ist ediert in K. KRUMBACHER, Studien zu 
den Legenden des hl. Theodosios, SBMünchen 1892, S. 342-347, der nicht auf die Synopsis 
als Überlieferungskontext eingeht. 
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34-344r,16. Der Textumfang ist in der Tradition der Synopsis derselbe wie 
in R5.3 abgesehen von kleinen Abweichungen, was zeigt, dass die beiden 
auf einen gemeinsamen Vorfahren zurückgehen. Abweichend von R (Περὶ 
γενέσεως ἀνθρώπου καὶ ὅθεν τρίτα ἕνατα καὶ τεσσαρακοστὰ ἐπιτελοῦ- 
νται τοῖς τεθνεῶσιν) lautet der Titel in der Tradition der Synopsis Περὶ 
γενέσεως ἀνθρώπου καὶ ὅθεν τρίτη καὶ 0' καὶ u’. Der Traktat ist mit 
jeweils untereinander und gegenüber R abweichenden Kürzungen auch in den 
Handschriften B und S der Tradition von Peri menön überliefert. Daneben 
hat der Traktat in verschiedenen Uberarbeitungen ein Nachleben gefunden. Οἱ 
Die vollständigste, wohl gegenüber Lydos’ Originaltext ungekürzte Fassung 
liegt jedoch im Florilegium Coislinianum Ῥ 28 vor. Wünsch kannte zwar mit 
dem Mon. gr. 551, f. 59r,5-v,5 (2. Hälfte 15. Jh.) einen Vertreter des Florile- 
giums, erfasste dessen Sonderstellung gegenüber der Appendix der Synopsis 
jedoch nicht richtig und übernahm dessen Text nicht in seine Ausgabe, eine 
Entscheidung, die er später widerrief.!% Wünschs Stemma und Text von 
4,26 sind also gründlich zu revidieren. In eine neue Lydosausgabe ist der 
Text in dem durch das Florilegium gebotenen Umfang zu übernehmen. 
R und die Handschriften der Synopsis sind bei der constitutio textus punk- 
tuell heranzuziehen, um einzelne Lesarten zu klären, sie bieten jedoch in 
keinem Fall mehr Text als die anderen Überlieferungstraditionen. 9? 
Trennfehler beweisen, dass R nicht von der Appendix zur Synopsis'™ und 
die Appendix zur Synopsis nicht von R abhängt.!® 


101 Vel. Ibidem, S. 341-355, WÜNSCH, De mensibus [wie Anm. 1], S. XXV-XXIX. 

102 Wünsch, ibidem, S. XXVII, IDEM, Zu Sophrons Tai γυναῖκες at τὰν θεόν φαντι 
ἐξελᾶν, in Festschrift C. F. W. Müller zum 70. Geburtstag gewidmet (Jahrbücher für classische 
Philologie. Supplementbände, 27), Leipzig, 1902, S. 120f. Zum Text und zur Überlieferung 
des Exzerptes des Florilegiums s. jetzt R. CEULEMANS et al., Sur le mensonge, l'áme de l'homme 
et les faux prophétes : La lettre Y du Florilége Coislin, in Byz, 83 (2013), S. 49-82. Der Mon. 
gr. 551 ist nur einer von mehreren unabhängigen Textzeugen des Florilegiums, das wohl um 
900 zusammengetragen wurde. Unter den bisher edierten Teilen ist Y 28 der einzige Text aus 
Lydos. Der von KRUMBACHER, Studien [wie Anm. 100], S. 351-353 edierte Par. gr. 2610 ist 
ein sehr korrupter Zeuge für Y 28. 

103 R5.3 p. 41,7 ὁμοίως κατὰ ἀναλογίαν τῶν ἡμερῶν καὶ ἐπὶ μηνῶν wurde von Wünsch 
in den Text aufgenommen als Lyd. men. 4,26 p. 85,1, ist jedoch nur in R und der Tradition 
der Synopsis überliefert und zu eliminieren. 

104 So etwa in θῆλυ δὲ καὶ ἄρρεν γίνεται κατὰ τὴν ἐπικράτειαν τοῦ θερμοῦ: πλεονάζο- 
ντος μὲν τοῦ θερμοῦ τοῦ κατὰ τὸ σπέρμα τῆς πήξεως ταχείας γινομένης ἀρρενοῦται τὸ 
βρέφος R5.3 p. 41,9-12 ~ θῆλυ δὲ καὶ ἄρρεν γίνεται κατὰ τὴν τοῦ θερμοῦ ἐπικράτειαν: 
πλεονάζοντος μὲν γὰρ (om. B, S) τοῦ κατὰ τὸ σπέρμα θερμοῦ, ἅτε τῆς πήξεως ταχείας 
γινομένης, ἀρρενοῦται Florilegium (δὲ καὶ ἄρρεν om. Flor.), B, S (θῆλυ -- ἐπικράτειαν 
om. S), hingegen θῆλυ δὲ καὶ ἄρρεν γίνεται κατὰ τὴν ἐπικράτειαν τοῦ θερμοῦ τοῦ κατὰ 
τὸ σπέρμα! τῆς πήξεως ταχείας γινομένης ἀρρενοῦται τὸ βρέφος Appendix. 

105 So etwa in μετὰ τεσσαράκοντα Florilegium : μετὰ τὰς τεσσαράκοντα ἡμέρας B (om. 
ἡμέρας), S, Appendix : ἐντὸς τῶν τεσσαράκοντα R5.3 p. 41,16. 
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R5.4 beruht abgesehen vom Titel und dem oben erwähnten einleitenden 
Satz auf Lyd. men. 4,89 p. 137,5-14. R bietet für 5-11 eine Paraphrase, für 
11-14 als unabhängiger Textzeuge den vollständigen Text. Dies erkannte 
bereits Wünsch, doch vergass er, R für seinen Text heranzuziehen. 06 

R5.5 ist ein aus verschiedenen Quellen zusammengesetzter Traktat, wobei 
p. 43,2-11 auf Lyd. mag. 3,32,5 beruht. Dafür spricht erstens, dass der Ver- 
fasser von R5.5 kaum noch direkten Zugang zum obskuren Gewährsmann 
Samo<ni>kos gehabt haben dürfte. Diesen nennt Lydos als Quelle, während 
R5.5 die gleiche Information bietet, doch Samo<ni>kos nicht nennt.!” 
Zweitens gilt es zu beachten, dass zumindest eine sowohl bei Lydos als auch 
in R5.5 vorliegende Information sicher nicht von Samo<ni>kos, einem 
Gesprächspartner der Kaiser Diokletian und Galerius, stammt, sondern zwi- 
schen 536 und 567, also genau zur Zeit von Lydos' Tátigkeit als Schriftsteller, 
verfasst worden sein muss: Es heisst in beiden Texten, dass Sirmium einst 
eine blühende Stadt der Römer gewesen sei, jetzt aber den Gepiden gehöre.!® 
Zusammen beweisen die beiden Punkte, dass R5.5 von Peri exúsión abhängt. 
Mit Peri menön hingegen weist R5.5 keine Überschneidungen auf.! Auch der 
in R5.5 vorliegende Text taucht in der Appendix zur Synopsis maior Basi- 
licorum auf!? und zwar in den von mir eingesehenen fünf Handschriften im 
Laur. plut. 4.10, ff. 301r,25-302r,22, Par. gr. 1346, ff. 274v,14-275r,32, Vat. 
gr. 854, ff. 265v,36-266v,25, Vat. Pal. gr. 13, ff. 347v,30-348v,26 und Vind. 


106 WÜNSCH, De mensibus [wie Anm. 1], 5. XVI-XIX. 

17 So richtig WÜNSCH, ibidem, S. XVIIf. Zu Samonikos s. M. DUBUISSON — J. SCHAMP, 
Jean le Lydien. Des magistratures de l'état romain, Paris, 2006, L1, S. CLXXVIE. 

108 Sirmium wurde nach fast hundertjähriger Barbarenherrschaft 535 oströmisch, nur 
um schon 536 (abermals) an die Gepiden zu fallen, in deren Besitz die Stadt bis zur Erobe- 
rung durch Iustin II. 567 blieb, vgl. den geschichtlichen Abriss in I. Popovic, Sirmium 
(Sremska Mitrovica) — Residenzstadt der Römischen Kaiser und Stätte der Frühen Christen, 
in U. BRANDL — M. Vasıc (Hrsg.), Roms Erbe auf dem Balkan. Spätantike Kaiservillen und 
Stadtanlagen in Serbien, Mainz, 2007, S. 29f. 

102 Trrefiihrend sind die Ausführungen von MANAFIS, The Excerpta [wie Anm. 6], 5. 252- 
255 zu R5.5. Bei den von ihm angeführten “Quellen” des Traktates handelt es sich um ganz 
vage Parallelstellen ausser im Fall von Hdt. 4,48-50 für p. 42,14-43,2, wie schon TREU, 
Excerpta [wie Anm. 17], S. 52 gesehen hat, und eben Lyd. mag. 3,32,5 für p. 43,2-11. 
Manafis meint, Lyd. men. 4,107 sei die Quelle von p. 44,10-21. Richtig ist, dass in p. 44,10- 
13 der Redaktor die Passage p. 44,13-21 einleitet, die auf einem Traktat (κεφάλαιον) Πόθεν 
παρήχθη τὸ τοὺς λιθίνους κρουνοὺς τῶν ληνῶν λεοντοπροσώπους ποιεῖν beruht, der 
in P, f. 98r,27-v,9 überliefert ist. Es gibt keine Überschneidungen zwischen diesem Traktat 
und dem erhaltenen Text von Lyd. men. 4,107, obschon Abhängigkeit von Lydos nicht völlig 
auszuschliessen ist (WÜNSCH, De mensibus [wie Anm. 1], S. XVIII Anm. 2, XXXIV lässt die 
Frage offen). 

110 Vgl. SVORONOS, La Synopsis [wie Anm. 97], S. 48 AIVS. BURGMANN et al., Reperto- 
rium [wie Anm. 97], S. 445 erwähnen unter den Handschriften des byzantinischen weltlichen 
Rechts (nicht nur der Synopsis maior) dreizehn Textzeugen, keiner álter als das 11. Jh. und 
somit alle jünger als R. 


542 EMANUEL ZINGG 


Jur. gr. 1, ff. 344r,18-345r,25. Der Textumfang ist in der Tradition der 
Synopsis derselbe wie in R5.5, der Einstieg lautet allerdings leicht anders.!!! 
Ausserdem ist der Traktat ohne Titel überliefert, weshalb er seit der editio 
princeps den modernen Titel De quattuor fluminibus Paradisi trägt.!'? 
R5.6 ist von Wünsch vollständig in seinen Text von Peri menon aufge- 
nommen worden als Kapitel 4,14 p. 77,9-78,4, weil p. 77,17-78,4 mit geringen 
Abweichungen auch in B überliefert ist. Dieser zweite Teil besteht nur aus 
dem wörtlichen Zitat eines gewissen Maximos, der sonst bei Lydos nicht 
zitiert wird und dessen Identität ungewiss ist.''? Er enthält also auf jeden 
Fall keinen originären Text von Lydos und könnte gut auf eine gemeinsame 
Quelle von Lydos und R zurückgehen. Weil dieses Maximoszitat sonst nicht 
überliefert ist, ist Lydos als Quelle aber plausibel. Ob die Tatsache, dass der 
Beginn des zweiten Teils in der Handschrift R in den linken Seitenrand 
hineinragt, auf einen Quellenwechsel hinweist oder lediglich darauf, dass 
ein neuer Absatz beginnt, ist unklar. Der erste Teil p. 77,9-17 ist allein in R 
überliefert und hat in Pallad. de gent. Ind. et Brag. 1,7 eine Parallele, wenn 
auch mit Abweichungen im Detail. Bei dem Palladios zugeschriebenen Text 
handelt es sich um Unterhaltungsliteratur, deren Stemma sehr breit und 
üusserst kompliziert ist, weil der Text in zahlreichen Rezensionen überliefert 
ist.!!4 Die Verwendung eines christlich-episkopalen, sonst nicht zitierten 
Autors wie Palladios bei Lydos wäre unerwartet, doch ist auch denkbar, dass 
Lydos und Palladios unabhängig voneinander aus einer Paradoxographen- 
sammlung schópften. Die Abhängigkeitsverhältnisse zwischen R, Lydos und 
dem Text aus der Palladiosüberlieferung bleiben unklar, und es ist zu kühn, 
den ganzen Traktat R5.6 Peri menön zuzuschreiben.!? Der zweite Teil aber, 


!!! Statt οὗτος ὁ ποταμός ἐστιν 6 λεγόμενος Φησών wie in R5.5 lautet er ὅτι ô Ἴστρος 
ô ποταμὸς λεγόμενος Φισῶν o.ä. in den Handschriften der Synopsis. 

12 A, M. BANDINI, Catalogus codicum Graecorum Bibliothecae Laurentianae, Florenz, 
1764, I, S. 465f. nach dem Laur. plut. 4.10. Diese Handschrift bietet als einzige der von uns 
untersuchten zumindest im Index (f. 8v,36) den Titel in fast gleicher Form wie in R5.5: Περὶ 
τοῦ Ἴστρου ποταμοῦ. 

113 Man könnte an Maximos von Ephesos, den Lehrer Kaiser Iulians denken, der gemäss 
der Suda M 174 s.v. Μάξιμος ein Ὑπόμνημα πρὸς Ἀριστοτέλην schrieb, in dem der Pfeffer 
besprochen worden sein könnte, weil Aristoteles die Pflanze wiederholt erwähnt. Zu Frag- 
menten von Kommentaren des Maximos zu Werken des Aristoteles, in denen der Pfeffer nicht 
erwähnt wird, s. R. GoULET (Hrsg.), Dictionnaire des philosophes antiques, Paris 1994ff., IV, 
S. 320f. s.v. Maxime d’Ephése (F. DELFIM SANTOS). 

114 Vgl, W. BERGHOFF, Palladius. De gentibus Indiae et Bragmanibus (Beiträge zur Klas- 
sischen Philologie, 24), Meisenheim am Glan, 1967, S. 7-27, der nicht weiss, dass der Text auch 
in R.5.6 vorliegt. Der Traktat Περὶ τῶν τῆς Ἰνδίας ἐθνῶν καὶ τῶν Βραγμάνων ist oft als 
Anhang zu Palladios’ Historia Lausiaca überliefert und wäre demnach, falls der Verfasser der 
gleiche wäre, in das 4. oder 5. Jh. zu datieren. 

115 Dies tun jedoch neben Wünsch auch K. WITTIG, Quaestiones Lydianae, Königsberg 
i.Pr., 1910, S. 33-38 (der die Abhängigkeitsverhältnisse zu zuversichtlich rekonstruiert) und 
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der aus Lydos oder einer gemeinsamen Quelle schópft, ist in einer künftigen 
Lydosausgabe als Textzeuge oder zumindest als Parallelstelle zu behandeln. 

R5.7 lässt sich vollständig aus Lyd. men. 3,12 p. 53,6f., 54,8-10.14-17 
ableiten.!!ó Lyd. men. 3,12 p. 53,6-54,10 beruht ausschliesslich auf der 
doxographischen Sammlung des Aétios (2,25-31 p. 355-363 ed. DiELs!!”). 
Allerdings hat der von Diels rekonstruierte Aétiostext an einer Stelle die 
Reihenfolge Sonne — Mond, wo Lydos in p. 54,8-10 und R5.7 die Reihen- 
folge Mond — Sonne haben, und hat er Lydos p. 54,14-17, wo der Text von 
R5.7 besonders eng mit Lydos übereinstimmt, nicht. Das sich uns ergebende 
Bild lässt sich auf zwei Arten erklären: Erstens: Die erwähnten Eigenheiten 
gehen auf eine beim heutigen Wissensstand unbekannte Aétiosrezension 
zurück, welche als gemeinsame Quelle sowohl von Lydos als auch vom 
Verfasser von R5.7 benutzt wurde. Zweitens: Die erwähnten Eigenheiten 
gehen auf Lydos’ Bearbeitung von Aétios zurück und R5.7 hängt von Lydos 
ab, für den er ein unabhängiger Textzeuge der Überlieferung ist. Die zweite 
Erklärung ist wahrscheinlicher. 

R5.8-10 stammen aus Lydos’ Werk Peri diosemeiön wobei R5.8 und 
R5.10 Paraphrasen von Lyd. ost. 53f. p. 107,8-110,4 und 441. p. 97,1-100,4+43 
p. 95,19-96,20 ed. WACHSMUTH? sind. R5.9 hingegen bietet einen Text, der 
eng mit der B- und Y-Tradition von Lyd. men. fr. falso trib. 1 p. 181,6-20 
übereinstimmt. Aus inhaltlichen Gründen folgen wir Wünschs Erklärung, 
wonach die Exzerptoren der B- und Y-Tradition am Ende von Peri menön 
noch weiter aus dem in ihrer Vorlage folgenden Werk Peri diosemeiön exzer- 
pierten und dadurch dieses Exzerpt unter den Text von Peri menön geriet.!!* 


VIII. Iohannes Lydos bei Georgios Kedrenos und in byzantinischen 
Glossaren lateinischer Wórter 


Wünsch nahm an, in der wenig nach 1100 geschriebenen Synopsis historiön 
des Georgios Kedrenos beruhe der ganze Abschnitt p. 294,8-299,19 ed. BEKKER 
auf Peri menön, obschon Kedrenos seine Quelle nicht nennt.!? Wir wollen 
im Folgenden die Richtigkeit von Wünschs Annahme überprüfen. 


G. CH. HANSEN, Ein unechtes Ktesiasfragment (FGrHist 588F63), in Helikon, 5 (1965), S. 159- 
162 (der meint, die Nennung von Ktesias von Knidos 688 F 63 FGrH [wie Anm. 42] als 
Quelle in R5.6 p. 44.238, sei falsch). 

116 So schon TREU, Excerpta [wie Anm. 17], S. 58, WÜNSCH, De mensibus [wie Anm. 1], 
S. XVII. 

117 H, Ώιεις, Doxographi Graeci, Berlin, 1879. 

118 R, WÜNSCH, Zu Lydus de ostentis, in: BZ, 5 (1896), S. 412; IDEM, De mensibus [wie 
Anm. 1], S. XVI. 

112 S. WÜNSCH, De mensibus [wie Anm. 1], S. XLVIILL, der sich beim abschliessenden 
Gedicht p. 299,6-19 der Zugehórigkeit zu Lydos allerdings nicht sicher ist und es deshalb nicht 
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Der genannte Abschnitt bei Kedrenos gliedert sich in Texteinheiten, die 
ich als K.1-26 durchnummeriere. Man kann die meisten von ihnen als Lem- 
mata zu lateinischen Stichwórtern verstehen, die von Kedrenos allerdings 
nicht mitzitiert werden: 


K-Nr. Kedrenos ed. TARTAGLIA = ed. BEKKER p. aufgenommen in Wünschs Text 


als 

K.l 194,2,4-5 = 294,8f. 4,102 p. 141,13 app.(aratus) 
K.2 194,2,5-6 = 294.98. 4,111 p. 149,19 app. 
K.* 145 = 239,4-11 - 
K.3 194,3 = 294,11f. (quasi s.v. κάρμινα) fr. inc. sed. 9 p. 180,20f. 
K.4 195 = 294,13-295,6 (quasi s.v. καλάνδαι) excerpta sunt e 3,10, cf. p. 49 app. 
K.5 196,1,1-3 = 295,7-9 (quasi s.v. κίβους) 4,1 p. 63,10 app. 
K.6 196,1,3-7 = 295,10-14 (quasi s.v. κίβους) 4.2 p. 66,12-17 
K.7 196,2 = 295,15-20 (quasi s.v. Φέβρουα) 4,25 p. 83,3-12 
Κ.δ 196,3 = 295,21-296,2 (quasi s.v. Μάρς) 4.34 p. 91,25-92,6 
K.9 196,4 = 296,3-6 (quasi s.v. κέρδος et μιλιαρί- 4,9 p. 74,6-10 

σια) 
K.10 196,5 296,71. (quasi s.v. δηλάτωρ) fr. inc. sed. 10 p. 180,22f. 


K.11 196,6 = 296,9f. (quasi s.v. σπαθάριος et ὁρα- 4,28 p. 86,24-87,2 
τίων et φαυρικίσιοι) 


K.12 196,7 = 296,11-15 (quasi s.v. ματρῶνα) 4.29 p. 87,7-12 

K.13 196,8 = 296,16-18 (quasi s.v. ματρῶνα) fr. inc. s. 1 p. 178,11-13 

Κ.Ι4 196,9 = 296,19-21 (quasi s.v. Σαβαώθ) 4,53 p. 111,1-5 

K.15 196,10 = 296,22-297,5 (quasi s.v. νέα) excerpta sunt e 3,10, cf. p. 45,1f. 
K.16 196,11 - 297,6 (quasi s.v. Φουρτούνα) fr. inc. sed. 11 p. 180,24 

K.17 196,12 = 297,7-9 (quasi s.v. δεκάς) 1.15 p. 9,5 app. 

Κ.Ιδ 196,13 = 297,10-14 (quasi s.v. σπόρτα) fr. inc. sed. 12 p. 180,25-181,3 


K.19 196,14 = 297,15-298,3 (quasi s.v. μαππάριον) 1.12 p. 5,16-6,14 


in seinen Lydostext aufnimmt. BERGER, Georgios Kedrenos [wie Anm. 3], S. 233-242 schreibt 
das Gedicht Konstantinos von Rhodos zu. W. TREADGOLD, The Middle Byzantine Historians, 
Basingstoke, 2013, S. 339-342 datiert Kedrenos' Werk um 1115. Die alte Ausgabe I. BEKKER, 
Georgius Cedrenus, Bonn, 1838 ist seit TARTAGLIA, Georgii Cedreni Historiarum compendium 
[wie Anm. 81] obsolet. Wir zitieren im Folgenden grundsätzlich nach Tartaglia, geben in der 
Übersichtstabelle jedoch auch die Seitenzahlen von Bekkers Edition an, nach denen Wünsch 
zitiert. 


RUND UM DEN ANONYMUS TREU (PAR. SUPPL. GR. 607A) 545 


K-Nr. Kedrenos ed. TARTAGLIA = ed. BEKKER p. aufgenommen in Wünschs Text 
als 


K.20 196,15 = 298,4-8 (quasi s.v. βιξιλατίωνες) 141 p. 17,16-21 


K.21 196,16f. 2 298,9-23 (quasi s.v. λατέρκουλον 1,28 p. 13,11-14,9 
et ματρίκιον) 


K.22 196,18 = 298,24-299,2 (quasi s.v. τρισώματον) 1,10 p. 2,21-23 


K.23 196,19,71f. = 299,3f. (quasi s.v. βίγα) 1,12 p. 7,14f. 
K.24 196,19,72f. - 299,4f. (quasi s.v. Λατῖνοι) 1,13 p. 7,23f. 
K25 196,19,73f. = 299,5 (quasi s.v. δεκανοί) 1,24 p. 12,20 


K.26 196,20 = 299,6-19 u 


Kedrenos’ Text beruht weitgehend auf demjenigen von älteren Vorgänger- 
chroniken, nicht jedoch in K.*-26. Für das Verständnis des Zustandekom- 
mens dieses Einschubes sind zwei Chroniken von Bedeutung, die wissen- 
schaftlich edierte Chronik des Symeon Logothetes (vermutlich zwischen 968 
und 969 verfasst)'?? und die nicht edierte des Pseudo-Symeon im Par. gr. 
1712 (12./13. Jh.), dem wohl einzigen unabhängigen Textzeugen.!?! Pseudo- 
Symeon war kurz nach Symeon als Chronist tätig und steht somit zeitlich 
zwischen Symeon und Kedrenos. Zuerst betrachten wir den Einschub in 
Bezug auf das Kapitel zum Ende von Kleopatras Herrschaft bzw. zu Caesars 
Herrschaft als Diktator, das bei Kedrenos vor (194,1) bzw. nach (197) dem 
Einschub steht. Für das Ende des Kapitels zu Kleopatra gilt: Sym. Logoth. 
chron. 48,5 [...] ἐπανῆλθεν [sc. Ἰούλιος] εἰς τὴν Ῥώμην ~ Par. gr. 1712, 
f. 57v,38 = Kedr. 194,1 [...] ἐπανῆλθεν [sc. Ἰούλιος] eig τὴν Ῥώμην 
μοναρχήσας. Für den Beginn des Kapitels zu Caesar gilt: Sym. Logoth. 
chron. 49,1 Γάιος Ἰούλιος Καῖσαρ ἐβασίλευσεν ἔτη δ᾽ καὶ μῆνας C’ ~ 
Par. gr. 1712, f. 741,21 = Kedr. 197,1 Γάιος Ἰούλιος Καῖσαρ ἐβασίλευσεν 
ἔτη δ᾽ μῆνας ζ”. Wir stellen zweierlei fest: 1.) Der Text der beiden Kapitel 
schöpft in allen drei Chroniken aus derselben Tradition. 2.) Nur in der ältesten 


120 Ediert ist allerdings nur die erste von zwei Fassungen von Symeons Chronik in S. WAL- 
GREN, Symeonis Magistri et Logothetae Chronicon (CFHB, 44), Berlin, 2006. Zur umstrittenen 
Datierung s. u.a. WALGREN, S. 5*-8* (kurz nach 948 oder 959) und TREADGOLD, The Middle 
Byzantine Historians [wie Anm. 119], S. 203-217, dessen Ansatz oben übernommen wurde. 

121 Zu Pseudo-Symeon s. A. SOTIROUDIS, Die handschriftliche Überlieferung des " Georgius 
Continuatus” (Redaktion A) (Επιστημονική επετηρίδα της φιλοσοφικής σχολής, Παράρτημα, 
68), Thessaloniki, 1989, S. 11f., 111-117, 155-157, WALGREN, Chronicon [wie Anm. 120], 
S. 46*, 513-533, 84*-89*, TARTAGLIA, Georgii Cedreni Historiarum compendium [wie Anm. 81], 
S. 20f. und TREADGOLD, The Middle Byzantine Historians [wie Anm. 119], S. 217-224, der 
meint, Pseudo-Symeon habe sein Werk um 978 verfasst. 
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Chronik des Symeon folgen die beiden Kapitel unmittelbar aufeinander, in 
den beiden jüngeren stehen umfangreiche Zusätze dazwischen. 

Diese Zusätze bei Pseudo-Symeon und Kedrenos sind jedoch grósstenteils 
nicht identisch. Identisch sind in beiden Chroniken allein die beiden Sätze, 
die bei Kedrenos als K.1 und K.2 die uns im Zusammenhang mit Lydos 
interessierende Passage 194,2-196,20 einleiten: 


Sym. Logoth. chron. 49,1 (Kapitel zu Caesar) 
und 50,1 (Kapitel zu Augustus) 


Kedrenos 194,2 (K.1-2) - Pseudo-Symeon 
(Par. gr. 1712, f. 57v,12-14) 


49,1 μετωνόμασται δὲ ô ἐπονομαζόμενος Κυιν- 
τίλιος μὴν Ἰούλιος διὰ Καίσαρα, ὡς ἐν τούτῳ 
αὐτοῦ μοναρχήσαντος. 

50,1 [...] ἀφ᾽ οὗ [sc. Αὐγούστου] [...] καὶ 6 μὴν 
Αὔγουστος ἐκλήθη, 6 ἐστι σεβαστός, Σεξ- 
τίλιος πρὶν ὀνομαζόμενος. 


K.1 ὅτι ὃ Ἰούλιος μὴν Κυντήλιος ἐλέγετο, 
μετωνομάσθη δὲ παρὰ Ἀντωνίου διὰ τὸ 
γεννηθῆναι αὐτῷ Γάϊον Ἰούλιον. 

K.2 6 δὲ Σεξστίλιος ἀπὸ Αὐγούστου 


Αὔγουστος, ὅ ἐστι “σεβαστός”.122 


4 post Σεξστίλιος (Σεξτήλιος Par. 1712) 
add. μὴν Kedr.(SP), Par. 1712 5 σεβαστός 


ἐκλήθη Par. 1712 


Die beiden jüngeren Chroniken unterscheiden sich untereinander in 
zweierlei Hinsicht: 1.) Die in der rechten Spalte gegebene Information ist 
teilweise identisch mit der an anderer Stelle in der gemeinsamen Vorgän- 
gerchronik Symeon gegebenen (linke Spalte). Deshalb wiederholt Kedrenos 
die Herleitung der Monatsnamen Juli und August an den entsprechenden 
Stellen seiner Chronik in den Kapiteln zu Caesar und zu Augustus nicht, 
Pseudo-Symeon hingegen schon (Par. gr. 1712, f. 74r,30-32, 74v,27f.).!7 
2.) Bei Pseudo-Symeon stehen K.1 und K.2 nicht wie bei Kedrenos (194,2) 
am Ende des Kleopatra- und vor dem Caesarkapitel, sondern vor dem Kleo- 
patrakapitel an einer Stelle, die im Kedrenostext dem Übergang von 191,2 
zu 192,2 entspricht. K.*-25 hingegen fehlen bei Pseudo-Symeon. K.1 und 
K.2 sind also schon vor Kedrenos bei Pseudo-Symeon belegt, doch dort in 
einem Umfeld, das keinerlei Berührungspunkte mit Lydos aufweist. K.1 und 
K.2 weisen keine Überschneidungen mit anderem Lydostext auf und K.1 
widerspricht sogar teilweise dem von Lydos Gesagten.!”* Dies alles spricht 
entschieden gegen Wünschs Annahme, K.1 und K.2 beruhten auf Lydos. 


122 


Bei Pseudo-Symeon folgt darauf noch der folgende Satz, der bei Kedrenos fehlt: ἀπὸ 
Γαΐου τοίνυν Ἰουλίου Καίσαρος oi βασιλεῖς Καίσαρες ὠνομάσθησαν, ἀπὸ δὲ Αὐγούστου 
Αὔγουστοι. Für einen vollständigen Apparat aller Lesarten der Kedrenosüberlieferung s. TAR- 
TAGLIA, Georgii Cedreni Historiarum compendium [wie Anm. 81]. 

123 Vgl. schon K. PRAECHTER, Die römische Kaisergeschichte bis auf Diokletian in cod. 
Paris. 1712 und cod. Vatic. 163, in BZ, 5 (1896), S. 493. 

124 K.1 schreibt die Umbenennung des Quintilis zu Iulius nicht Caesar (so Lyd. men. 4,102 
p. 142,2-9), sondern Marcus Antonius zu. 
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Eine Bemerkung noch zu K.*: Dieser Abschnitt fehlt sowohl bei Bekker 
als auch bei Tartaglia zwischen K.2 und K.3 und er wurde daher von Wünsch 
nicht in die Diskussion miteinbezogen. Bekkers Text beruht hauptsächlich 
auf der editio princeps von Wilhelm Xylander (1566) und diese wiederum 
auf dem im Jahr 1556 kopierten Norimb. Cent. V, app. 13 (N). In N und 
der Schwesterhandschrift Holkh. gr. 67 (H), ebenfalls aus der Mitte des 
16. Jh., fehlt K.*. Wie Tartaglia richtig feststellt, handelt es sich bei K.* 
offensichtlich um eine Wiederholung von Kapitel 145. Dennoch teilen wir 
Tartaglias Entscheid, K.* in seiner Edition zwischen K.2 und K.3 wegzulas- 
sen, nicht, denn aus dem Stemma der Kedrenosüberlieferung lässt sich 
sicher ableiten, dass im Archetypus das Kapitel 145 wiederholt wurde und 
die Wiederholung allein im gemeinsamen Vorfahren der jungen Hand- 
schriften N und H, der auch sonst oft in den Text eingriff, getilgt wurde.!? 
145 gibt ein paar Basisinformationen zu den Kalenden, den Nonen und den 
Iden. Die Quelle lässt sich nicht identifizieren; es liegen keine Überschnei- 
dungen mit in anderen Traditionen überlieferten Lydospassagen vor und 
Peri menön als Vorlage ist unwahrscheinlich.!?” 

Hingegen ist die Abhängigkeit von Text in K.3-25 von Peri menön auf- 
grund von Überschneidungen mit in anderen Traditionen überlieferten 
Lydospassagen gesichert für: 


K-Nr. Andere Überlieferungs- Beitrag von K zum Lydostext 
traditionen 


K.5 B. Kedrenos bietet eine abgekürzte und umgestaltete Version 
von men. 4,1 p. 63,10-13. Lydos hängt gemäss dem Text 
von B vom obskuren Neuplatoniker Cornelius Labeo (fr. 2 
ed. MASTANDREAP 5) ab. Weil es unplausibel ist, dass 
Kedrenos’ Vorlage den Labeo unabhängig von Lydos 
benutzen konnte, muss K.5 von Lydos abhängen. 


K.7 B, H (S mit Paraphrase). Kedrenos bietet als unabhängiger Textzeuge eine leicht 
gekürzte Fassung von men. 4,25 p. 83,3-12. Insbesondere 
die Nennung der beiden entlegenen Quellen Anysios und 
Labeo (fr. 3 ed. MASTANDREA) in B und K.7 beweist, dass 
K.7 sicher aus Lydos schöpft. Die Kedrenosüberlieferung 
spricht in p. 83,9 für φέβρους und gegen Wünschs φέβερ 
als Wiedergabe von febris. 


75 TARTAGLIA, Georgii Cedreni Historiarum compendium [wie Anm. 81], S. 61-64. 

126 Zur engen Verwandtschaft zwischen N und H s. ibidem, S. 51-57. 

127 Zu ähnlichen Traktaten zum römischen Kalender s.u. den Kommentar zu K.4. 

128 P. MASTANDREA, Un neoplatonico latino: Cornelio Labeone. Testimonianze e frammenti 
(Etudes préliminaires aux religions orientales dans l'Empire romain, 77), Leiden, 1979. 
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K-Nr. Andere Überlieferungs- Beitrag von K zum Lydostext 


traditionen 


K.9 


B. Κ.Ο ist ein unabhängiger Textzeuge für men. 4,9 p. 74,6- 
10. Er bietet nicht mehr Text als B, hingegen eine verän- 
derte Reihenfolge und den Zusatz p. 74,9 ὅτι κέρδος fj 
ἐπίκαιρος δόσις λέγεται. Dieser Zusatz bildete in Kedre- 
nos’ Vorlage den Beginn des Lemmas κέρδος und passt 
weder inhaltlich noch grammatikalisch in den Kontext von 
men. 4,9.?? κέρδος ist als Stichwort neben den anderen 
lateinischen Lemmata fremd und es fragt sich, wie es in 
Kedrenos' Vorlage kam. Ob der Zusatz wirklich aus Peri 
menön stammt, ist zweifelhaft; jedenfalls gehört er nicht 
an die ihm in Wünschs Edition zugewisene Stelle. 


K.12 
K.13 


B. Es handelt sich um drei Glossen zu σπαθάριος “Leib- 
wächter”, ὁρατίων “Rede” und φαυρικίσιοι “Waffen- 
schmiede". Nur ὁρατίων hat eine Entsprechung in B. 


B (in K.12), K.12 und K.13 sind unabhängige Textzeugen für men. 
S (in K.13). 4,29. Lydos bietet hier einen Exkurs zu den σώφρονες 
γυναῖκαι, der in 4,29 p. 87,7f. (= K.12 196,7,23f.) mit 
der Erklärung beginnt, diese hiessen bei den Römern 
ματρῶναι. Anschliessend berichtet er von den µατρωνίκια, 
für Matronen reservierte Bereiche in den Bädern (p. 87,9- 
12=K.12 196,7,24-27), danach erzählt er die Geschichte 
der Lukretia (p. 87,12-88,12).? Neben Kedrenos ist B 
bis hierhin der einzige Textzeuge für 4,29.?! Anschlies- 
send bot Lydos offenbar noch ein weiteres Beispiel einer 
züchtigen Frau aus jüngerer Zeit (fr. inc. sed. 1 p. 178,2- 
10) und beendete den Exkurs mit einem Vergleich mit 
keuschen Heroen des griechischen Mythos (fr. inc. sed. 1 
p. 178,11-14 = K.13). Wünsch gelang es nicht, fr. inc. 
sed. 1 zu verorten, das in S überliefert ist, dessen Exzerpte 
die ursprüngliche Reihenfolge von Peri menön häufig 


122 Wiinschs Rekonstruktion in Lyd. men. 4,9 p. 74,6-11 lautet: [...] δι᾽ ἔνδειαν χρυσίου 


τοῖς στρατιώταις τὰ μιλιαρίσια κατασκευάσας ἐπιδέδωκεν [sc. 6 Σκιπίων]. Ἀννίβου τοῖς 
πράγμασιν ἐπικειμένου. ὅτι κέρδος ἡ ἐπίκαιρος δόσις λέγεται καὶ μιλιαρίσια ἀπὸ τῆς μιλι- 
τίας οἱονεὶ τῆς στρατιᾶς ὠνομάσθησαν. Vgl. damit K.9 ὅτι κέρδος ἢ ἐπίκαιρος δόσις λέγεται, 
μιλιαρίσια δὲ ἀπὸ τῆς μιλιτίας ἤγουν στρατείας: ὃ γὰρ Σκιπίων δι᾽ ἔνδειαν χρυσίου τοῖς 
στρατιώταις τὰ μιλιαρίσια κατασκευάσας ἐπιδέδωκεν, Ἀννίβου τοῖς πράγμασιν ἐπικειμένου. 

130 Anlass zu diesem Exkurs gaben die Totenopfer der Matronen für Brutus, den Rächer 
der vergewaltigten Lukretia, die mit den Totenopfern an den Iden des Februar, welche das 
Thema von men. 4,29 p. 87,3-6 sind, in Beziehung gebracht werden. Auf das Thema spielt 
auch Lyd. mag. 1,33,2 an, vgl. dazu DUBUISSON — SCHAMP, Jean le Lydien [wie Anm. 107], L2, 
S. 86f. Anm. 121. 

131 B weist in diesem Abschnitt keine Zeichen für Zitationsende auf, die üblicherweise 
dann stehen, wenn Text aus Peri menön ausgelassen wurde. Deshalb hatte men. 4,29 p. 87,7- 
88,12 im ursprünglichen Text wahrscheinlich etwa den gleichen Umfang wie heute. 
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K-Nr. Andere Überlieferungs- Beitrag von K zum Lydostext 


traditionen 


nicht beachten. Aus Gründen der thematischen Einheit- 
lichkeit und weil Kedrenos mit K.12 und K.13 Anfang 
und Ende des gleichen Exkurses bietet, ist aber fr. inc. 
sed. 1 nach 4,29 p. 88,12 einzufügen. In Kedrenos' Vor- 
lage müssen sowohl K.12 als auch K.13 s.v. ματρῶνα 
eingereiht gewesen sein, wobei der Neueinsatz mit ὅτι 
am Anfang von K.13 deutlich macht, dass zwischen den 
beiden Zitaten einiges an Text der Quelle Lydos wegge- 
lassen worden war. 


Kedrenos bietet als unabhängiger Textzeuge eine leicht 
gekürzte Fassung von men. 4,53 p. 111,1-5. 


Kedrenos bietet eine Paraphrase von men. 1,15 p. 9,5-7. 


Kedrenos ist ein unabhängiger Textzeuge für men. 1,12 
p. 5.16-6,14. 


Kedrenos ist ein unabhängiger Textzeuge für men. 1,10 
p. 2.21-23. 


Kedrenos ist ein unabhängiger Textzeuge für men. 1,13 
p. 7,23f. 


K.25 


Kedrenos ist ein unabhängiger Textzeuge für men. 1,24 
p. 12,20.133 


In den folgenden Fällen ist es schwer zu sagen, ob Kedrenos aus Peri menön 
schöpft: 


K-Nr. Andere Überlieferungs- 


traditionen 


Beitrag von K zum Lydostext 


K.4 


Kedrenos gibt lehrbuchartige praktische Beispiele zur 
Funktionsweise des römischen Kalenders, die vage 
anklingen an Lyd. men. 3,10, doch können auch andere 
Traktate ähnlichen Inhalts als Vorlage gedient haben.!*4 


134 


Zu P.7 s. ZINGG, The Fragments [wie Anm. 5]. 
K.25 wurde von Wünsch übersehen. 
Der thematisch ähnliche Traktat K.* steht bei Kedrenos kurz vor K.4. Zu Lyd. men. 3,10 


als Quelle von R5.2 vgl. oben Kapitel VII. Sowohl von Lyd. men. 3,10 als auch von R5.2 
abweichende Traktate zum rómischen Kalender habe ich etwa im Marc. gr. 620, f. 143r, Par. 
gr. 2509, ff. 171r-172v und Vat. gr. 926, f. 196v gelesen, vgl. auch WÜNSCH, De mensibus 
[wie Anm. 1], 5. XXIVf., LXXVIf., F. KoLovou, Zur byzantinischen Etymologie der Wörter 
indictio, nonae, idus und calendae in den Hss. Marc. gr. 506 (coll. 768) und Vat. gr. 7, in Byz, 67 
(1997), S. 244-251, C. G. PrrsAKIS, Encore sur l'étymologie “byzantine” de Calendes, Ides et 
Nones, in Byz, 68 (1998), S. 519. Nicht von Lydos abhängig ist die zu Mistra am 4.2.1448 


550 


EMANUEL ZINGG 


K-Nr. Andere Überlieferungs- Beitrag von K zum Lydostext 


traditionen 


K.6 


B(?), H(?). 


K.6 ist C.D. fr. 6,7 I p. 14 ed. BOISSEVAIN. Wünsch fügt 
K.6 in Lyd. men. 4,2 p. 66,12-17 an den Schluss einer 
langen Liste von Bemerkungen alter Autoritäten zu 
Ianus ein. In Wünschs Anordnung überschneidet sich 
das Fragment nicht mit anderen Teilen der Lydosüber- 
lieferung. Falls Wünsch Recht hat mit seiner Annahme, 
K.6 stütze sich auf Lydos, so ist zu erwägen, Kedr. 
196,1,6f. (= Lyd. p. 66,15-17) als Paraphrase des ganzen 
Abschnittes zu Ianus bei Lydos aufzufassen, die so ver- 
mutlich nie bei Lydos stand.'? Was den ersten Teil 
Kedr. 196,1,3-6 (= Lyd. p. 66,12-15) Δίων ὃ Ῥωμαῖος 
ἀρχαῖόν tiva ἥρωα Ἰανὸν λέγει, διὰ τὴν τοῦ Κρόνου 
ξένισιν λαβόντα τὴν γνῶσιν τῶν μελλόντων καὶ τῶν 
προὐπόντων, καὶ διὰ τοῦτο διπρόσωπον ὑπὸ Ῥωμαίων 
πλάττεσθαι angeht, so würde es sich um den einzigen 
Beleg für Kenntnis von Dio in Peri menön handeln, 
weshalb man geneigt sein kónnte, die Passage nicht in 
den Text aufzunehmen. Allerdings ist es sehr wohl móg- 
lich, dass Lydos Dio benutzte. Eine Lósung des Problems 
kónnte darin liegen, die Kedrenospassage ein wenig vor- 
her im Text von Lydos zu verorten, d.h. in p. 66,4-7, wo 
Wünschs Text lautet (gestützt auf B und H): ἄλλος δέ 
φησι τὸν Ἰανὸν ἥρωα γενέσθαι καὶ πρῶτον Kata- 
σκευάσαι τεμένη καὶ τιμὰς τοῖς θεοῖς ἐπιτελέσαι, καὶ 
διὰ τοῦτο μνήμην αὐτοῦ ἐν τοῖς ἱεροῖς γενέσθαι. 
Demnach würde sich hinter dem ἄλλος (so B, ἕτεροι 
H) Dio verbergen. B und H einerseits, Kedrenos ande- 
rerseits würden demnach zwei gekürzte Fassungen der- 
selben, von Dio abhängenden Passage in Lyd. men. 4,2 
bieten. Diese Hypothese hátte allerdings grosse Implika- 
tionen für das Stemma von Peri menön, insofern als B und 
H von derselben gekürzten Fassung des Werks abhángen 
würden, was sich beim jetzigen Forschungsstand nicht 
beweisen lásst. 


geschriebene Μηνῶν τοῦ ἐνιαυτοῦ τάξις des Ciriaco d’Ancona im Marc. gr. 517, ff. 129-132, 
vgl. A. ΡΟΝΤΑΝΙ, / Graeca di Ciriaco d'Ancona, in Thesaurismata, 24 (1994), S. 93-98 mit 


Edition und Kommentar. 


135 Inhaltlich überschneidet sich Kedr. 196,1,6f. ἐξ οὗ [sc. tod Ἰανοῦ] τόν τε μῆνα 
κληθῆναι Ἰανουάριον, καὶ τὴν τοῦ ἔτους ἀρχὴν ἀπὸ τοῦ αὐτοῦ μηνὸς γίνεσθαι mit der 
einleitenden Bemerkung zum Januar in Lyd. men. 4,1 p. 63,3-5 ἀποχρώντως ἡμῖν εἴρηται, 
ἀρχὴν ἱερατικοῦ ἐνιαυτοῦ τὸν Ἰανουάριον μῆνα τοῖς Ῥωμαίοις παρὰ τοῦ βασιλέως 
Νουμᾶ ὁρισθῆναι [...]. U. PH. BorssEVAIN, Cassii Dionis Cocceiani Historiarum Romanarum 
quae supersunt, Bd. 1, Berlin, 1895, S. 14 fasst Lyd. p. 66,15-17 als Teil des Diofragments 


auf. 
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K-Nr. Andere Überlieferungs- Beitrag von K zum Lydostext 


traditionen 


K.8 B. 


Die Überschneidung von K.8 mit B ist nur kurz, bringt 
jedoch gegenüber B die wichtige Zusatzinformation, 
dass die Etymologie von Mars ἐκ τοῦ µάρνασθαι von 
Philoxenos von Alexandreia (fr. 327 ed. ΤΗΕΟΡΟΕΙΡΙΦ!36) 
stammt. Die Zuweisung des ganzen K.8 an Lydos durch 
Wünsch ist insofern problematisch, als dass hier als 
ägyptischer Name des Gottes ’Eptwoi genannt wird, der 
erklärt wird als παντὸς γένους ζωογονία καὶ πάσης 
οὐσίας καὶ ὕλης κατὰ φύσιν καὶ δύναμις διατακτικὴ 
ζωογονική, gleich darauf in Lyd. men. 4,34 p. 92,24 hin- 
gegen Πυρόεις. Lydos kónnte jedoch verschiedene, sich 
widersprechende Stimmen zum ägyptischen Namen und 
zur Natur des Gottes gesammelt haben. Ein abschliessendes 
Urteil über die Herkunft des ganzen K.8 wáre nur im 
Rahmen eines eingehenden Vergleichs der in K.8 gebo- 
tenen Etymologien mit den übrigen des Kapitels 4,34 
möglich, was hier nicht geleistet werden Καπ. 57 


K.15 


Ein ähnlicher Fall wie K.4. Der einzige von Wünsch aus 
K.15 übernommene Satz (Lyd. men. 3,10 p. 45,16) 
stammt wohl nicht Lydos (oder zumindest nicht aus dieser 
Passage), weil die restliche Überlieferung (B, H, S, Y) 
keine Hinweise auf ihn bietet. 


K21  B,P.2,% y, 


Wünsch fasst die Passage als einen Absatz auf, Tartaglia 
als zwei Absátze, die man als Lemmata zu 1) λατέρ- 
κουλον (196,16 = men. 1,28 p. 13,11-18) bzw. zu 
2) ματρίκιον (196,17 = men. 1,28 p. 13,19-14,9) interpre- 
tieren kónnte. 1) überschneidet sich mit keiner Tradition 
von Exzerpten aus Peri menön und es bleibt offen, ob 1) 
aus diesem Werk schópft oder nicht. 2) schópft sicher aus 
Lydos nur in Lyd. men. 1,28 p. 13,19-14,3, wo es sich 
überschneidet mit B, P.2, Y. Der Rest von 2) ist in diesen 
drei voneinander unabhängigen Überlieferungstraditionen 
nicht überliefert. Es handelt sich um eine Reihe von 
Glossen, die wahrscheinlich nicht aus Peri menon oder 
zumindest nicht aus dieser Passage stammen. 


K.11.24.25 haben den Charakter von Glossen. Ab und zu ist auch in 
der restlichen Überlieferung von Peri ménón Text in glossenhafter Form 


136 CH. THEODORIDIS, Die Fragmente des Grammatikers Philoxenos (Sammlung griechi- 
scher und lateinischer Grammatiker, 2), Berlin - New York, 1976. 
137 HOOKER, John Lydus [wie Anm. 78], S. 85f. geht nicht auf die Frage nach der inneren 


Kohärenz der Passage ein. 


138 Zu P2 s. Ζιναα, The Fragments [wie Anm. 5]. 
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überliefert, darunter die Stelle, die auch in K.25 überliefert 161.17} Wir können 
hier die Frage unbeantwortet lassen, ob Lydos' ursprünglicher Text wirklich 
Listen von Glossen enthielt, wie dies in mag. 1,46,3-7 der Fall ist, oder 
ob Exzerptoren aus ursprünglich vollstándigen Sátzen Glossen formten, wie 
man dies in K.11 und K.24 nachverfolgen kann.!* Rein formale Überlegungen 
sprechen jedenfalls nicht dagegen, eine Reihe von weiteren, bisher nicht 
besprochenen Exzerpten in Glossenform bei Kedrenos Peri menön zuzu- 
weisen, nämlich K.3.10.16.18.20.23. Obschon diese Exzerpte keine Über- 
schneidungen mit Text aufweisen, der in anderen Überlieferungstraditionen 
von Peri menön erhalten ist, und sie auch aus anderen Glossensammlungen 
stammen kónnten, reihte sie Wünsch entweder unter die fragmenta incertae 
sedis ein oder hüngte sie aus inhaltlichen Überlegungen an ein verortetes 
Fragment an. In all diesen Fällen muss jedoch die Abhängigkeit von Peri 
menön offenbleiben. 


Der teilweise glossenhafte Charakter der Nebenüberlieferung von Peri menön 
in K.3-25 hat eine Parallele in der Nebenüberlieferung von Peri exüsiön. Zahl- 
reiche griechische Glossen zu lateinischen Wörtern edierte 1606 Charles 
Labbé als Veteres glossae iuris verborum quae in Basilicis reperiuntur, 
wobei er nicht angab, auf welche Handschriften er sich stützte. Wünsch 
wies wörtliche Übereinstimmungen zwischen Labbés Text und Lydos’ Peri 


139 Vgl. etwa Lyd. men. 1,23-25.31.33, alle nur in B überliefert. F. BLUHME, De loannis 
Laurentii Lydi libris Περὶ μηνῶν observationum capita duo, Halle, 1906, S. 75f. vermutet, 
Lydos habe ein lateinisch-griechisches Glossar benutzt, wobei er auf Parallelen in G. GOETZ — 
G. GUNDERMANN, Glossae Latinograecae et Graecolatinae (Corpus glossariorum Latinorum, 
2), Leipzig, 1888 (CGIL II) verweist. Bluhmes These überzeugt jedoch nicht vóllig: Die von 
ihm angeführten Stellen verteilen sich über mehrere der in CGIL II edierten Glossare, die nicht 
auf das gleiche, angeblich von Lydos benutzte Glossar zurückgehen müssen. Ausserdem 
beschränken sich die Erklärungen bei Lydos und in den Glossaren meist auf ein Wort, so 
dass Übereinstimmungen leicht möglich sind, zumal es sich meist um einfache Begriffe wie 
Lyd. men. 4,72 p. 124,13 μίλιτες oi στρατιῶται ~ CGIL II, p. 129,31 miles στρατιώτης 
handelt. Der Lateinkenner Lydos konnte solche Erklárungen natürlich auch selber geben. 
Im Grunde ist auch nicht ausgeschlossen, dass die Glossare in CGIL II bisweilen aus Peri 
menön schöpfen, doch sind die Indizien hierfür ebenso viel zu schwach, um die Hypothese 
weiterzuverfolgen. 

140 In K.11 betrachten wir nur die Erklärung von ὁρατίων als προσφώνησις. Men. 4,27 
ist in B als Paraphrase, in S in vollständigerer Form überliefert. In B folgt darauf, in Wünschs 
Text als men. 4,28 und eigenständiges Exzerpt abgetrennt, der unvollständige und offen- 
sichtlich verdorbene Satz ἐν τῇ πρὸς τὸν δῆμον ὀρατίωνι οἱονεὶ προσφωνήσει. Die Stelle 
kónnte sich beziehen auf die in 4,27 berichtete Anordnung des Camillus an die Rómer, sich 
die Bärte abzuschneiden. Jedenfalls scheint aus B hervorzugehen, dass in Lydos’ ursprünglichem 
Text die Stelle nicht die Form einer Glosse hatte. K.24 Λατίνους τοὺς ἐπιχωριάζοντας, 
Γραικοὺς δὲ τοὺς ἑλληνίζοντας καλοῦσιν ist gezogen aus Lyd. men. 1,13 p. 7,22-26 τοσούτων 
οὖν ἐπιξενωθέντων τῆς Ἰταλίας, ὥσπερ ἐδείχθη, Λατίνους μὲν τοὺς ἐπιχωριάζοντας, 
Γραικοὺς δὲ τοὺς ἑλληνίζοντας ἐκάλουν, ἀπὸ Λατίνου τοῦ ἄρτι ἡμῖν ῥηθέντος καὶ Γραικοῦ, 
τῶν ἀδελφῶν, ὥς qnoi Ἡσίοδος ἐν Καταλόγοις [...]. 
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exüsion nach, welche beweisen, dass Lydos' Werk eine Quelle dieser Glos- 
sen war.!*! Wünsch blieb jedoch die Genese von Labbés Text unbekannt. 
Erst seitdem in den letzten Jahren verschiedene, in zahlreichen byzan- 
tinischen Handschriften gut bezeugte Glossare neu ediert und erforscht wur- 
den und damit Labbés alte Edition grösstenteils obsolet wurde, lässt sich 
allmählich ein Bild der Herkunft von Labbés Sammlung gewinnen.!^? Labbé 
nahm den in den Handschriften bisweilen unsystematisch aufgeführten Text 
aller herangezogenen Glossare zusammen und ordnete ihn neu alphabetisch 
an, wobei er nicht deutlich machte, welches Lemma aus welchem Glossar 
stammte. Die Glossare gliedern sich in zwei Gruppen. Die erste Gruppe 
(GL1) ist die der Rechtslexika, die knappe Glossen enthalten, die aus- 
schliesslich Wórter und Junkturen mit engem Bezug zum Rechtswesen 
erklären. Sie macht den Grossteil von Labbés Sammlung aus. Die zweite 
Gruppe (GL2) bietet Erklärungen zu lateinischen Begriffen meist poli- 
tisch-militärischen Inhalts, die oft ein wenig länger als die Glossen von GL1 
sind. GL2 schópft oft aus Lydos, und alle von Wünsch entdeckten Lemmata, 
die auf Peri exüsion zurückgehen, stammen aus GL2. 

Von den Glossaren von GL2 sind zwei unlängst neu ediert worden: die 
ohne Titel überlieferten, so genannten Lydosglossen, die in verschiedenen 
Rezensionen und über zehn Handschriften (ab dem 11. Jh.) überliefert sind, 
sowie die Lexeis rhomaikes dialektú (LRD), die nur im Vind. Phil. gr. 124, 
ff. 3v-4v (13. Jh.) erhalten sind.!? Diese beiden Glossare umfassen die Mehr- 
heit der Glossen, die gemäss Wünsch aus Peri exüsiön abgeleitet sind.!^* 


141 CH, LABBÉ, Veteres glossae iuris verborum quae in Basilicis reperiuntur, in Observatio- 
nes et emendationes in Synopsin Basilicon, Paris, 1606, R. WÜNSCH, loannis Lydi De magis- 
tratibus populi Romani libri tres, Leipzig, 1903, S. XIX-XXIII. 

142 Vgl. L. BURGMANN, Byzantinische Rechtslexika, in D. SIMON (Hrsg.), Fontes Minores II 
(Forschungen zur byzantinischen Rechtsgeschichte, 3), Frankfurt/M., 1977, S. 87-146, IDEM, 
Das Lexikon ἄδετ — ein Theophilosglossar, in D. SIMON (Hrsg.), Fontes Minores VI (For- 
schungen zur byzantinischen Rechtsgeschichte, 11), Frankfurt/M., 1984, S. 19-61, IDEM, 
Ἀθανάσιος δίγλωσσος. Latina in der Novellenbearbeitung des Athanasios von Emesa, in 
J. H. A. Γοκιν - B. H. STOLTE (Hrsg.), Novella Constitutio. Studies in Honour of Nicolaas 
van der Wal (Subseciva Groningana, 4), Groningen, 1990, S. 57-82, IDEM et al., Lexica Iuri- 
dica Byzantina (Fontes Minores VIII = Forschungen zur byzantinischen Rechtsgeschichte, 17), 
Frankfurt/M., 1990, IDEM et al., Lexikographische Testimonia der Werke des Ioannes Lydos, 
in IDEM (Hrsg.), Fontes Minores X (Forschungen zur byzantinischen Rechtsgeschichte, 22), 
Frankfurt/M., 1998, 5. 213-238, CH. GASTGEBER -- J. DIETHART, “Λέξεις ῥωμαϊκῆς διαλέκτου. 
Ein byzantinisches Fremdwörterlexikon, in L. BURGMANN (Hrsg.), Fontes Minores X (For- 
schungen zur byzantinischen Rechtsgeschichte, 22), Frankfurt/M., 1998, S. 445-476. 

143 Zu Überlieferung, Text und Kommentar s. BURGMANN et al., Lexikographische Testi- 
monia [wie Anm. 142], CH. GASTGEBER -- J. DIETHART, Λέξεις [wie Anm. 142]. 

144 Aus einem Missverständnis von WÜNSCH, De mensibus [wie Anm. 1], S. XXI ist die 
Geisterglosse κυαισίτωρ δὲ ô τιμωρός im Apparat von DUBUISSON — SCHAMP, Jean le Lydien 
[wie Anm. 107], ad Lyd. mag. 1,25,3 hervorgegangen; der Text steht nur in Peri exüsiön, 
nicht in LABBÉ, Veteres glossae [wie Anm. 141]. 
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In einigen Fällen lassen sich Wünschs Glossen jedoch weder in den neuen 
Editionen von GL1 noch von GL2 nachweisen. Ob sie aus einer erweiterten 
und noch nicht wiederentdeckten Rezension eines der publizierten Glossare 
oder aus einem noch nicht wiederentdeckten eigenständigen Glossar stam- 
men, muss beim jetzigen Forschungsstand offenbleiben.!* 

Wenn wir uns dem Verhältnis von GL1 und GL2 zu K.3-25 im Besonde- 
ren und Peri menön im Allgemeinen zuwenden, so stellen wir Folgendes 
fest: In thematischer Hinsicht decken K.3-25 ein breiteres Spektrum der 
antiken römischen Kultur ab als GL1 und GL2 und sind häufig auch länger. 
Dennoch gibt es eine Schnittmenge zwischen K.3-25 und GL1 und GL2, 
insofern als die Begriffe K.4 κάλανδαι, Κ.Θ μιλιαρίσια, K.10 δηλάτωρ, 
K.11 ὁρατίων, K.19 (nur 196,14,44-48) μαππάριον, K.20 (nur 196,15,57) 
φλάμμουλα, K.21 (nur 196,16,61f.) τίτλος und K.25 δεκανοί auch in Lab- 
bes Sammlung erläutert werden.!* Zu den in K.4.9.10.11.20.25 erklärten 
Begriffen sind jedoch bei Labbé andere Erklárungen zu finden, die entweder 
aus einem der neu publizierten GL1-Glossare oder aus unbekannter Quelle 
stammen, ^ so dass die Benützung von Kedrenos’ Quelle und mithin Peri 
ménón ausgeschlossen ist. Hingegen liegen inhaltliche Ubereinstimmungen 
zwischen K.19 und K.21 und den entsprechenden Einträgen bei Labbé vor. 
In beiden Fällen ist der Eintrag in Labbé mit einer Glosse der zu den 
GL2-Glossaren zählenden Lexeis rhomaikes dialektü zu identifizieren, nämlich 
28 s.v. μαπάριους bzw. 135 s.v. τίτλος. Es stellt sich daher die Frage 
nach dem Verhältnis zwischen Kedrenos' Quelle und den Lexeis. Ausschlies- 
sen können wir, dass Kedrenos' Quelle von den Lexeis abhängt, denn hin- 
sichtlich der Textzeugen gilt in Lyd. men. 1,12: p. 5,16-6,7: LRD 28, K.19, 
P.7; p. 6,7-11: K.19, P.7, Y; p. 6.11-14: K.19, Y. K.19 umfasst also anders 
als LRD 28 mehr Text als nur p. 5,16-6,7, der jedoch nicht vom Kompi- 
lator von Kedrenos' Quelle hinzugefügt wurde, sondern auch in P.7 und Y 
überliefert ist und somit aus Peri menön stammt. Ausschliessen können wir 
ebenso, dass die Lexeis von Kedrenos' Quelle abhängen, denn der Text der 


145 Vel. etwa LABBÉ, Veteres glossae [wie Anm. 141], S. 5 αὔδες oi ναοί ~ Lyd. mag. 
1,35,1 und LABBÉ, S. 56f. (= BURGMANN et al., Lexikographische Testimonia [wie Anm. 142], 
S. 237) κάγκελλον ἀντὶ τοῦ δικτυΐσκον ὑποκοριστικῶς, ὅτι κάσσεις Ῥωμαῖοι τὰ δίκτυα 
λέγουσι καὶ ὑποκοριστικῶς κάγκελλον. ἔνθεν καγκελλάριοι ἐν αὐτῷ ἑστηκότες: δύο δὲ 
οὗτοι μόνοι — Lyd. mag. 3,37,1f. 

146 LABBÉ, Veteres glossae [wie Anm. 141], S. 57 s.v. κάλανδα, 72 s.v. μιλιαρίσιον 1)-3), 
23 s.v. δηλάτορες und δηλάτωρ. 79 s.v. ὀρατίων, 70f. s.v. μαπαρίους, 130 s.v. φλάμουλον, 
120 s.v. τίτλος 1), 19 s.v. δεκανοί. 

147 Zum Bestand in den neu publizierten GL1-Glossaren vgl. den Index in BURGMANN et 
al., Lexikographische Testimonia [wie Anm. 142]. 

148 Zu K.19 so schon WÜNSCH, De magistratibus [wie Anm. 141], S. XXII Anm. 1 und 
GASTGEBER — DIETHART, Λέξεις [wie Anm. 142], S. 447, 458, die hingegen K.21 übersehen. 
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Lexeis geht bisweilen enger mit P.7 zusammen, während K.19 abseits 
steht.'^? Weil Kedrenos’ Quelle Peri exüsiön nicht benutzt zu haben scheint, 
die Lexeis hingegen schon,'*% scheint auch die Hypothese eines gemeinsamen 
Vorfahren unwahrscheinlich zu sein und die beiden vielmehr unabhängig 
voneinander Peri menön benutzt zu haben und zwar Kedrenos' Quelle haupt- 
sächlich oder gar ausschliesslich auch sonst in K.3-25, wie wir oben gesehen 
haben, die Lexeis hingegen nur vereinzelt.?! 

Das Resultat unserer Untersuchung zur Benutzung von Peri menön in den 
lexikalischen Hauptteilen von GL1 und GL2 ist also folgendes: Die Glossare 
von GL1 benutzen Peri menön nicht. In den Glossaren von GL2 hingegen 
schöpfen LRD 28 (= Lyd. men. 1,12 p. 5,16-6,7), 135 (= 1,28 p. 13,16f.), 
vielleicht 109 (~ Lyd. men. 1,4 p. 1.1 11.). 133 (~ 4,80 p. 132,20-133,2), 
142 (— 1,30 p. 15,2-4) aus Peri menön. Noch nicht erwähnt haben wir die 
im Kontext (nicht dem lexikalischen Hauptteil) der Lydosglossen stehenden 
vier Exzerpte, die aus Peri diosemeiön, Peri exüsiön und Peri menön stam- 
men. Von diesen ist Exzerpt d ein unabhängiger Textzeuge für Lyd. men. 
4,25 p. 83,13-17, wo Wünschs Text sich nur auf S stützt.'5? Dies zeigt, dass 
der Kompilator der Lydosglossen sowohl den Text von Peri exúsión als auch 
von Peri menön direkt benutzte. 


Während Wünsch in seinem Stemma K.1-25 unabhängig von jeder anderen 
Überlieferungstradition direkt auf Peri menön zurückführte, stellte Albrecht 
Berger auf den Forschungen Wünschs aufbauend eine Hypothese auf, wel- 
che K.1-25 mit R in Verbindung bringt. Gemäss Berger schöpfte Kedrenos 
aus dem zweiten Teil K-Q oder Y der gleichen Sammlung, deren erster 
Teil A-I den in R1 versammelten Kurztraktate zugrunde liege und die zu 


149 Vgl. ἅπερ τῇ ᾿Ῥωμαϊκῇ φωνῇ wanna λέγονται [...] καὶ ταῦτα ἀναλαμβανόμενος ὃ 
λεγόμενος μαππάριος εὐθὺς τὸν ἀγῶνα ἐπετέλει P.7 ~ ἅπερ τῇ Ῥωμαϊκῇ φωνῇ párra 
λέγεται, καὶ ταῦτα ἀναλαμβανόμενος ὃ ἐπὶ τούτ(οις) τεταγμένος [...] εὐθὺς τὸν ἀγῶνα 
ἐπετέλεσε LRD 28, doch 6 καὶ μάππαν πατρίως καλοῦσιν [...]: ὅπερ ὑποδεχόμενος à 
λεγόμενος μαππάριος τὸν ἀγῶνα παρεσκεύασεν K.19. 

150 S, GASTGEBER — DIETHART, Λέξεις [wie Anm. 142], S. 447. 

15! Von den Parallelstellen zu den Lexeis, die ibidem, S. 455-474 aus Peri menön (neben 
zahlreichen aus Peri exüsiön) angeführt werden, legen nur die folgenden die Benutzung von 
Lydos’ Werk nahe, freilich ohne eindeutig zu sein: LRD 109 μοῦστος ὃ οἶνος ~ Lyd. men. 
1,4 p. 1,11f. ὅτι μοῦστον τὸν οἶνον oi Ῥωμαῖοι ἔγνωσαν καλεῖν [...]. 133 Μαιουμᾶς: τοῦτον 
τὸν λεγόμενον Μαιουμᾶν ἐπετέλ(ουν) oi Ῥωμαῖοι Μαΐου μηνὸς εἰς τιμὴν τῆς Μαίας ~ 
4,80 p. 132,20-133,2 τιμῶσιν οὖν κατὰ τοῦτον [sc. τὸν Μάϊον μῆνα] τὴν Μαῖαν, τουτέστι 
τὴν γῆν θεραπεύοντες. μαϊουμίζειν τὸ ἑορτάζειν ὀνομάζουσιν, ἐξ οὗ καὶ Μαϊουμᾶν, 142 
κομέντον ἢ συνέλευσις — 1,30 p. 15,2-4 [...] τὴν δὲ τοιαύτην σύνοδον κομβέντον ἔθος 
Ῥωμαίοις καλεῖν, ἀντὶ τοῦ συνέλευσιν. 

152 Zu den vier Exzerpten und ihrem Text s. BURGMANN et al., Lexikographische Testi- 
monia [wie Anm. 142], S. 218, 235. Bei d handelt es sich um ein sonst anscheinend nicht 
bezeugtes lamblichfragment, s. HOOKER, John Lydus [wie Anm. 78], S. 77 Anm. 7. 
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einem guten Teil auf Peri menön fusse.'? Berger geht von der Beobachtung 
aus, dass das erste von Kedrenos’ Exzerpten (K.1) den Monat Κυντίλιος 
betrifft und daher aus einem alphabetisch angeordneten Exzerpt zum Buch- 
staben K stammen könnte. Anschliessend fasst Berger K.1-9 als Lemmata 
Κυντίλιος, κάρµινα, καλάνδαι, κίβους und κέρδος und meint, dass von 
diesen auch Exzerpte, die nichts unmittelbar mit dem Buchstaben K zu tun 
haben, abhingen. Obschon nicht grundsätzlich falsch, strapaziert Berger sein 
Erklärungsmodell doch zu sehr. Bereits diskutiert haben wir Kedrenos' Ein- 
stieg in die Exzerptsammlung. K.1 und K.2 sind nicht aus dem Lemma 
Κυντίλιος einer auf Lydos fussenden Exzerptsammlung geschöpft, sondern 
aus der Chronik des Pseudo-Symeon. K.6 zu Ἰανός kann man noch als 
Erweiterung von K.5 zu κίβους ansehen, K.7 zu Φέβρουα und Κ.δ zu Maps 
jedoch kaum. Es ist besser, K.7 und K.8 als eigene Lemmata zu fassen, 
zumal K.8, wo Kedrenos mit einem ὅτι zu Beginn deutlich macht, dass ein 
neues Exzerpt beginnt. Ab K.10 ist ohnehin, wie auch Berger festhält, jeg- 
licher Versuch der Herstellung einer alphabetischen Folge zum Scheitern 
verurteilt. Lemmata wie K.10 δηλάτωρ, K.17 δεκάς, K.20 βιξιλατίωνες 
und K.24 βίγα passen auch nicht mehr zu Bergers Hypothese einer Lemmata 
der Buchstaben K-Q oder VV umfassenden Sammlung als Quelle. Im Übrigen 
haben wir nur in K.3-25 Anlass anzunehmen, dass ein grosser Teil der Texte 
aus Peri menön geschöpft sind, nicht aber in R1.!'%* Dies spricht gegen Bergers 
Meinung, K.3-25 und R1 stützten sich auf die gleiche Sammlung. 

Die Genese des Exkurses K.3-25 hat man sich vielmehr wie folgt vor- 
zustellen: Kedrenos fand die Notiz zu den beiden Monatsnamen Juli und 
August (K.1-2) bei Pseudo-Symeon. Dies nahm er zum Anlass, zuerst sein 
eigenes Kapitel 145 zu den Kalenden, Nonen und Iden zu wiederholen (K.*) 
und sich anschliessend auf die Suche nach weiterer Information zur antiken 
rómischen Kultur zu machen. Dabei blieb er offenbar bei einer Fachschrift 
hängen, die nicht nur Information zum römischen Kalender, sondern ganz 
allgemein zu römischen Antiquitäten präsentierte. Dieses Buch beruhte 
mehrheitlich oder vollständig auf Lydos' Peri menön, ordnete jedoch die 
daraus gezogenen Informationen in anderer Form als alphabetische Lem- 
mata an. Aus diesem Lexikon nun schópfte Kedrenos K.3-25. Kedrenos 
schlug unter K auf, weil ihn der Κυντίλιος auf die Idee gebracht hatte, und 
begann sodann mit dem Exzerpieren der Lemmata κάρμινα, καλάνδαι usw., 
alsbald kreuz und quer im Buch herumspringend. 


153 BERGER, Georgios Kedrenos [wie Anm. 3], S. 235f., 242. Weder bei den bei Kedrenos 
noch bei den in R1 überlieferten Texten geht Berger der Frage nach, welche genau aus Lydos 
stammen. 

154 S.o. Kapitel VII. 
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IX. Fazit 


Die Sammlung des Anonymus Treu wirkt unfertig, inhaltlich nicht beson- 
ders gehaltvoll und schlecht strukturiert. Nur die Handschrift R bietet die 
Kompilation in ihrem maximalen Umfang. In den von uns hauptsächlich 
untersuchten Abschnitten R1 und R5 liegen jedoch Sammlungen vor, deren 
Texte im Fall von R1 insgesamt und etwa in derselben Form auch im Lips, 
in der Suda und in den Patria überliefert sind, im Fall von R5 in ihren Ein- 
zelteilen auch andernorts, nämlich in der Appendix A zur Synopsis maior 
Basilicorum, in Peri menön und Peri diosemeiön. Direkte Exzerpte aus Peri 
menön liegen wahrscheinlich in geringem Umfang vor in R1, sicher und in 
grósserem Umfang in R5. Der Umstand, dass sowohl in R1 als auch in R5 
aus Peri menön geschópft wird, ist wahrscheinlich nicht darauf zurückzufüh- 
ren, dass die beiden Abschnitte aus der gleichen Sammlung stammen, sondern 
auf eine gewisse thematische Verwandtschaft zwischen den beiden Abschnit- 
ten, die beide bunte Informationen zu Alltäglichem und Kuriosa der (antiken) 
griechisch-rómischen Welt bieten. Die in byzantinischer Zeit recht gut 
bekannte Schrift Peri menön bot sich in inhaltlicher Hinsicht und aufgrund 
ihrer Struktur, welche Informationen in kurzen Abschnitten gegliedert prásen- 
tierte, sowohl Exzerptoren als auch Verfassern von neuen Traktaten als Quelle 
an. Zweck der Sammlung des Anonymus Treu war wohl in erster Linie, den 
Leser zu unterhalten, wofür auch die recht sorgfältige Anfertigung der Hand- 
schrift R spricht, die keine Spuren einer wissenschaftlichen Benutzung zeigt. 

Die Exzerpte aus Peri menön bei Kedrenos haben wohl, wie schon Wünsch 
sah, keinen engeren Bezug zum Anonymus Treu. Sie stammen aus einer 
nach alphabetischen Lemmata gegliederten Sammlung, die zu grossen Teilen 
oder vollständig auf Peri menön beruht. Auch die in Wünschs Edition nicht 
herangezogenen, aus Peri menön geschópften Texte in den Lexeis rhömaikes 
dialektii und in den Lydosglossen wurden nicht durch eine der vom Anony- 
mus Treu benutzten Quellen vermittelt. 

Der Anonymus Treu ist ein interessanter Zeuge für die Rezeption von Peri 
menön in mittelbyzantinischer Zeit, sein Beitrag zur Überlieferung der Frag- 
mente der Schrift ist jedoch sehr gering. Bereits Wünsch nahm zu Recht nur 
zurückhaltend Text aus dieser Sammlung in seine Ausgabe von Peri menön 
auf; wir móchten in einer künftigen Edition gar noch etwas vorsichtiger sein. 
In auffallendem Gegensatz dazu steht die Bedeutung, die Wünsch den mit 
dem Anonymus Treu verbundenen Fragen gleich zu Beginn seiner praefatio 
auf den zwanzig sehr kundigen, doch in ihrer Knappheit für den Nichteinge- 
weihten obskuren Seiten X-XXIX einráumte. Man muss diesen verwirrenden 
Einstieg vor dem Hintergrund eines damals aktuellen Diskurses der deutschen 
Byzantinistik rund um den Anonymus Treu und verwandte Texte verstehen, 


558 EMANUEL ZINGG 


zu dem Wünsch mit seiner Lydosausgabe einen wichtigen Beitrag leistete. 
Dem Verständnis der hochkomplexen Überlieferung von Peri menön durch 
spätere Benutzer seiner Ausgabe hat er damit freilich keinen Gefallen getan. 

Ein richtiges Stemma der von uns untersuchten Ecke der Überlieferung 
von Peri menön kann nach dem heutigen Forschungsstand nicht gezeichnet 
werden. Dennoch erscheint es uns sinnvoll, den Erkenntnisgewinn gegen- 
über Wünsch auch graphisch zu fassen. Darin eingetragen sind alle Texte, 
die gemäss unserer Untersuchung sicher oder sehr wahrscheinlich aus Peri 
menön schöpfen. Der Leser möge aber beachten, dass nicht alle der in unse- 
rer Skizze eingetragenen Beziehungen gleich sicher feststehen. So ist etwa 
das vorgeschlagene Verhältnis zwischen R5.2, AIV3 und P.1 nur eine von 
mehreren Möglichkeiten. Wünschs Ansatz, alle Texte der linken Hälfte bis 
zur Appendix A von einem “archetypus codicum excerptorum" abhängen 
zu lassen, scheint uns nicht unmóglich, doch wenig wahrscheinlich zu sein. 
Wir denken vielmehr, dass die Lektüre von Peri menön im 9. und 10. Jh. 
mehrere, voneinander unabhängige Exzerptsammlungen zu verschiedenen 
Zwecken zur Folge hatte und das Material aus Lydos oft umgeformt und 
wiederverwendet wurde. Diesem Umstand tragen wir mit der etwas unschar- 
fen Gruppe der “Traktate zu Wissenswertem" Rechnung, die wir bewusst 
neben und nicht über Y Y stellen: ^? 
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155 Pfeil = Teilquelle für einen Text; durchgezogene Linie = direkte Abhängigkeit ohne 
Zwischenstufen wie im Stemma gezeichnet sicher oder sehr wahrscheinlich; gestrichelte 
Linie = genaue Abhängigkeitsverhältnisse unklar; drei Punkte = weitere Quellen oder Text- 
zeugen, die wir hier nicht besprechen. 
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SUMMARY 


A number of short treatises in the so-called Anonymus Treu (Par. suppl. gr. 607A) 
have been attributed by scholars to John Lydus's partially lost work On the Months. 
This article describes the manuscript, localises its position with regard to the related 
textual tradition in Lips. gr. 72, the Suda and the Patria of Constantinople, and 
scrutinises the attributions. We also have a look at the traditions of excerpts from 
On the Months in Cedrenus and in some glossaries and we discuss their relation to 
the group around the Anonymus Treu. The great importance the last editor of On the 
Months, Richard Wünsch, gave to this section of his stemma is explained and his 
conclusions are revised. 


COMPTES RENDUS 


T. D. Barnes, Early christian hagiography and Roman history (Tria corda, 5), 2", 
revised edition, Tübingen, Mohr Siebeck, 2016, xx + 437 pages. ISBN 978-3-16- 
154497-2. 


Dieses wichtige Buch, verfasst von einem der bedeutendsten gegenwärtigen 
Erforscher des frühen Christentums, erschien zuerst 2010 und stieß sofort auf ein 
grofes Interesse und ein insgesamt positives, aber mit Blick auf die Beurteilung 
einzelner Thesen durchaus geteiltes Echo. Über die Veründerungen der hier vorlie- 
genden zweiten Auflage informiert ein kurzes «Postscript» vom 20. November 2015 
(S. XX), das leider nicht ganz einfach zu finden ist, da es nicht wie sonst üblich 
nach dem Vorwort der ersten Auflage (S. VII-XII), sondern nach dem Abkürzungs- 
verzeichnis (S. XVII-XX) angeordnet und zudem im Inhaltsverzeichnis (S. XIII-XV) 
nicht erfasst ist. Hierin heißt es: “This second edition confines itself to the correction 
of typographical and other minor errors (except at p. 239 n. 15). Was hier also 
vorliegt, ist ein nahezu unveränderter Nachdruck, so dass zwei Fragen nachzugehen 
ist: Was wurde geändert und ist das ausreichend? Welche Bedeutung ist dem Buch 
zuzuweisen? 

Mangels wesentlicher Änderungen kann die Inhaltsangabe dagegen kurz ausfal- 
len: Ziel des Buches ist es, die christliche Hagiographie der Antike aus dem Blick 
des Althistorikers zu betrachten. Das erste Kapitel (S. 1-41) behandelt einige Fragen 
der Geschichte des frühen Christentums (Todesumstände von Petrus und Paulus, 
Datierung der Johannesapokalypse, die Entwicklung des Märtyrerbegriffs). Fünf 
weitere Kapitel widmen sich der hagiographischen Literatur und den damit verbun- 
denen Fragen. Die einzelnen Kapitel decken dabei folgende Zeitráume ab: Im zweiten 
(S. 43-95) der bis zum Ende der valerianischen Verfolgung; im dritten (S. 97-150) 
der von 260 bis zum Ende der diokletianischen Verfolgung 313; im vierten (S. 151- 
198) das spátere vierte Jahrhundert, vor allem die Vita Antonii des Athanasios und 
die Mónchsviten des Hieronymus; im fünften (S. 199-234) Sulpicius Severus und 
seine Vita Martini; im sechsten (S. 235-283) das fünfte und sechste Jahrhundert. 
Das siebte Kapitel (S. 285-328) behandelt die Erforschung der Hagiographie im 
Allgemeinen und einige Spezialfragen. Neun Anhänge (S. 329-413) diskutieren 
spezifische Problemstellungen (so S. 331-342 die Frage, ob die frühen Christen gekreu- 
zigt wurden) oder bieten eingehende Materialsammlungen (S. 343-359 moderne 
Sammeleditionen von Heiligenviten). Es folgen Register (S. 415-437) der Personen- 
und Ortsnamen sowie modernen Forscher. 

Vor der eigentlichen Diskussion zunächst eine Liste der Rezensionen, die im wei- 
teren Verlauf (dann nur mit Verfassernamen) gelegentlich zitiert werden: B. ALEXAN- 
DERSON, in Augustinianum, 51 (2011), S. 256-266; O. ANDREI, in Adamantius, 20 
(2014), S. 577-580; M. G. BILBY, in Religious Studies Review, 37 (2011), S. 218-219; 
G. W. BOWERSOCK, in Journal of Ecclesiastical History, 62 (2011), S. 565-567; 
R. BRENDEL, in Sehepunkte, 14/4 (2014); D. BUDA, in Revista teologică, 93,2/N.S. 
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21,2 (2011), S. 280-283; M. CLauss, in Klio, 94/2 (2012), S. 553-555; F. DOLBEAU, 
in Revue d'études augustiniennes et patristiques, 57 (2011), S. 405-406; M. FLORES 
CoLÍN, in Mayéutica, 36 (2010), S. 169-170; P. GEMEINHARDT, in Zeitschrift für 
antikes Christentum, 14 (2010), S. 663-664; G. GOULD, in Journal of Theological 
Studies, N.S. 62 (2011), S. 356-357; W. V. HARRIS, in Times Literary Supplement, 
Nr. 5641 (13. Mai 2011), S. 5; C. HoRNUNG, in Theologische Revue, 107 (2011), 
Sp. 474-475; E. D. HUNT, in Histos, 5 (2011), S. 325-328; J. JANSSENS, in Gregoria- 
num, 92 (2011), S. 213-215; U. LAMBRECHT, in Das Historisch-politische Buch, 65 
(2017), S. 136-137; W. LÖHR, in Jahrbuch für Antike und Christentum, 53 (2010), 
S. 195-198; J. W. MARSHALL, in University of Toronto Quarterly, 81 (2012), S. 673- 
674; P. MASTANDREA, in Lexis, 29 (2011), S. 446-451; E. MÜHLENBERG, in Theolo- 
gische Literaturzeitung, 136 (2011), Sp. 1193-1195; H. R. SEELIGER, in Zeitschrift 
für Kirchengeschichte, 124/4.F. 62 (2013), S. 71-72; C. SHEPARDSON, in Catholic 
Biblical Quarterly, 75 (2013), S. 136-138; P. W. VAN DER HORST, in Bryn Mawr 
Classical Review, August 2010, Nr. 4; M. VAN UYTFANGHE, in Rómische Quartal- 
schrift für christliche Altertumskunde und Kirchengeschichte, 107 (2012), S. 120-126; 
M. S. WILLIAMS, in Journal of Roman Studies, 102 (2012), S. 406-408. Nicht zugäng- 
lich wurde mir eine in der theologischen Reihe der Zeitschrift (Vestnik) der Moskauer 
St. Tichon-Universität 40 (2012), S. 141-148 erschienene Rezension. 

Was wurde konkret geändert? Die zwei wichtigsten Abweichungen sind der 
ergänzende Hinweis auf eine von BARNES stammende Übersetzung des Pseudo-Mar- 
tyrios (S. 239, Anm. 15) und die Rückseite des Buches bietet nun keine Zusammen- 
fassung mehr, sondern ein Zitat aus der Rezension von Bilby. Daneben wurden 
einige kleinere Fehler korrigiert: Für das Martyrium Cyprians wird nun richtig das 
Jahr 258 angegeben (S. 82, zuvor 259); das Zitat «6 home» lautet nun korrekt 
«6 homme» (S. 267); das fehlerhafte «at at Legio» wurde zu «at Legio» korrigiert 
(S. 308). Richtig war es, die Angabe «321-324» als letzte Phase der Christenver- 
folgung gegen VAN UYTFANGHE S. 125 unveründert zu lassen, da die Angabe sich 
nicht, wie dieser Rezensent annahm, auf die Konflikte mit den Donatisten, sondern 
auf die Verfolgung durch Licinius beziehen dürfte. 

Leider bleiben die Korrekturen unvollständig. Eine Durchsicht der angeführten 
Rezensionen sowie eigene Beobachtungen ergaben eine Reihe von Fehlern, die 
leicht zu finden und zu korrigieren gewesen wáren, was aber aus unbekannten Grün- 
den unterlassen wurde: S. XV wird im Inhaltsverzeichnis die zweite Tabelle S. 233 
(richtig wäre S. 234) eingeordnet; zum Problem des «Atrium Sauciolum» (S. 81) 
siehe DOLBEAU S. 405; der S. 98, Anm. 4 zitierte Aufsatz Seecks erschien nicht im 
zehnten, sondern im zwólften Band der Zeitschrift für Kirchengeschichte; S. 125 
und S. 136 wird für die Verurteilung der Crispina der 3. Dezember statt richtig dem 
5. Dezember angegeben; der S. 200 genannte Forscher hieß Ernest-Charles Babut, 
nicht Édouard-Charles Babut; S. 238, Anm. 12 steht «Religion sin» statt richtig 
«Religions in»; S. 267 müsste es (wie auch in der zitierten Vorlage) «royaume des 
cieux» statt «royaume des ciels» heißen; an der derselben Stelle wurde zwar das 
Zitat «6 homme» (warum nur dieses?) sprachlich korrigiert, aber die Stellenangabe 
ist noch immer falsch, da es $ 43, nicht wie angegeben $ 41 entstammt; S. 295 steht 
«at then end» statt richtig «at the end» (was von VAN UYTFANGHE S. 126 bemerkt, 
aber zu «at then and» verschrieben wurde); S. 362, Z. 3 wird auf «Barnes V» (siehe 
dazu S. 361, Nr. 1) statt richtig auf «Barnes VI» verwiesen; S. 381 wird incumetur 
auch weiterhin als «inducted» übersetzt, obwohl ALEXANDERSON S. 266 darauf hin- 
wies, dass es eher «measured» heiDen sollte. 
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Was bis hierhin an Kritik zu äußern war, ist unerfreulich, sagt aber nichts über 
die fachliche Qualität des Buches und seine Aufnahme durch die Forschung aus. 
Und hier fállt die Bilanz deutlich positiver aus. Eine eingehende Diskussion des 
gesamten Buches in seinem Verhältnis zur weiteren Forschung würde den Rahmen 
sprengen, weswegen nur auf einige Abschnitte verwiesen sei, die entweder kontro- 
vers diskutiert wurden oder dem Rezensenten besonders interessant erschienen. 

Die stärkste Ablehnung hat das erste Kapitel (S. 1-41, ergänzend dazu der erste 
Anhang S. 331-342) erfahren. Die entscheidenden Thesen daraus: Petrus wurde 
nicht gekreuzigt, sondern verbrannt; Paulus starb in Spanien; die Apokalypse des 
Johannes wurde 68/69 in Kleinasien verfasst und ihr Autor ist identisch mit dem 
Evangelisten Johannes. Zu Petrus und Paulus haben sich fast alle bisherigen Rezen- 
senten (eher ablehnend) geäußert und zudem wurde der Themenkomplex kürzlich 
eingehend von B. vAN DER LANS — J .N. BREMMER, Tacitus and the persecution of 
the Christians, in Eirene, 53 (2017), S. 301-333 behandelt. Daher nur kurz zur 
Datierung der Apokalypse (S. 37-40, mit leichten Einschränkungen akzeptiert von 
ALEXANDERSON S. 259): BARNES identifiziert die sieben Könige mit den Kaisern der 
julisch-claudischen Dynastie, dem zur angeblichen Abfassungszeit regierenden 
Galba und dem sich gerade erhebenden Vespasian. Mit Blick darauf, dass die kurz- 
lebigen Kaiser von 68/69 jedoch zum einen in christlichen Geschichtswerken allen- 
falls eine untergeordnete Rolle spielen, zum anderen nach dem Sieg Vespasians der 
damnatio memoriae verfielen, erscheint eine Abfassungszeit in spätflavischer Zeit 
durchaus denkbar, zumal das Motiv der Rückkehr Neros mit dem Auftauchen von 
mehr als einem falschen Nero auch lange nach seinem Tod noch aktuell war. Umge- 
kehrt kann der Hinweis, eine Verfolgung Domitians habe es nie gegeben (S. 37), 
nicht überzeugen. Die Frage ist so nämlich falsch gestellt, da die tatsächliche Schwere 
der Maßnahmen Domitians nicht zwingend mit deren Wahrnehmung durch die 
Christen übereingehen muss. Die Frage ist also auch weiterhin unbeantwortet, zumal 
Thomas Witulski in den letzten Jahren eine Datierung in das frühe zweite Jahrhun- 
dert vorgeschlagen hat. 

Bei der Diskussion der Passio Perpetuae (S. 66-74) vergleicht BARNES die latei- 
nische und die griechische Fassung und sieht die lateinische als die ursprüngliche an. 
Hierzu ist auf die Gegenargumente von ALEXANDERSON S. 261, BOWERSOCK S. 566 
und DOLBEAU S. 405 zu verweisen (siehe zur Einschätzung des Autors der Passio 
noch LóHR S. 197). 

S. 97-105 wird die Behandlung des Christentums durch Gallienus behandelt, 
wobei BARNES davon ausgeht, dass er der erste Kaiser war, der dem Christentum 
offiziell die freie Religionsausübung gestattete. Zu demselben Ergebnis gelangt (lei- 
der ohne Berücksichtigung der Forschungen von BARNES) auch Michael GEIGER, 
Gallienus, Frankfurt a.M., 2013 (Diss. Augsburg, 2012), S. 276-290, bei dem die 
ältere Literatur weitgehend vollständig erfasst ist (Ergänzungen dazu: Jahrbuch für 
Numismatik und Geldgeschichte, 64 [2014], S. 341, Anm. 12). Zum ergänzenden 
Argument der fehlenden Martyrien zwischen 260 und 303 siehe aber MÜHLENBERG 
Sp. 1194-1195. 

BARNES bestreitet, dass Athanasios der Autor der Vita Antonii ist, und nimmt an, 
er habe lediglich einen älteren Text umgearbeitet (S. 160-170). Neben einigen zu 
berücksichtigenden Hinweisen bei ALEXANDERSON S. 262-263 ist dazu jetzt J. N. BREM- 
MER, Athanasius‘ Life of Antony, in L. FELDT — J. N. BREMMER (Hrsg.), Marginality, 
media, and mutations of religious authority in the history of Christianity, Leuven, 
2019, S. 23-45 (insbesondere S. 24-31) zu konsultieren (mein Dank gilt dem Autor, 
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der mir eine Kopie dieses erst kürzlich erschienenen Beitrages zusandte und mir so 
die Móglichkeit gab, diesen noch einzuarbeiten). 

Wiederum sehr umstritten ist das fünfte Kapitel zur Vita Martini des Sulpicius 
Severus (S. 199-234), über deren Zuverlássigkeit BARNES ein sehr hartes Urteil fállt 
(insbesondere S. 233), was übrigens in einem deutlichen Gegensatz zu dem nach- 
sichtigeren über die Vita des Germanus von Auxerre (S. 255-256) steht. So wird auf 
den Wert des Werkes für die Christianisierung Galliens im vierten Jahrhundert hin- 
gewiesen (GEMEINHARDT S. 664), die Problematik des Vergleichs mit der Historia 
Augusta hervorgehoben (WiLLIAMs S. 407) und bemängelt, dass gerade die Gründe 
für die eindeutig fiktiven Angaben der Vita Martini nicht näher untersucht werden 
(GOULD S. 357, LOHR S. 198, SEELIGER S. 72); einmal wird umgekehrt auf einen Fall 
hingewiesen, in dem BARNES der Vita zu großes Vertrauen schenkt (VAN UYTFANGHE 
S. 126). Für die Zeit Martins im Heer Kaiser Julians (S. 205-208) darf ich vielleicht 
auf meine kürzlich erfolgte Behandlung dieser Passage hinweisen: Byzantinische Zeit- 
schrift, 111 (2018), S. 618-619. 

Bei seiner Diskussion der Vita des Isaak, einem unter Kaiser Valens wirkenden 
Mónch, zeigt BARNES die Probleme und die geringe Zuverlássigkeit dieses spáteren 
Textes. Hierzu ist allerdings noch ergänzend deren Berücksichtigung durch N. E. LENSKI, 
Valens and the monks, in Dumbarton Oaks Papers, 50 (2004), S. 93-117 (hierzu 
S. 107-113), den BARNES nicht berücksichtigt (S. 242, Anm. 24 wird lediglich ein 
anderer Aufsatz Lenskis von deutlich geringerer Relevanz für die Thematik notiert), 
zu nennen. Da das Gesetz des Valens über die Mónche, mit dem Lenski sich befasst, 
nur sehr problematisch überliefert ist und Forschungen dazu rar sind (siehe meine 
kurze Notiz zum Forschungsstand Byzantinische Zeitschrift, 111 [2018], S. 623, 
Anm. 51), wird es mit Blick auf die Erkenntnisse von BARNES notwendig sein, den 
Themenkomplex nochmals neu zu durchdenken. 

Von weiterführender Bedeutung ist die Diskussion der Vita des Porphyrios von 
Gaza (S. 260-283), als deren Verfasser Marcus Diaconus gilt. BARNES zeigt, dass 
dieses Werk nicht im früheren fünften Jahrhundert verfasst sein kann, sondern ein 
Produkt des spáteren sechsten sein muss. Die These ist in den Rezensionen insge- 
samt zustimmend kommentiert worden (ALEXANDERSON S. 264, HORNUNG Sp. 475, 
LÔHR S. 198 und WILLIAMS S. 407, skeptisch JANSSENS S. 215). 

Noch ein paar vermischte Notizen: Zur These bezüglich der frühen Sammlung 
von Märtyrerberichten auf Basis von Eusebios (S. 43-47) siehe noch LóHR S. 196- 
197; CLAUSS S. 554 weist auf die Bedeutung innerchristlicher Rivalitäten für die 
Entwicklungen der diokletianischen Christenverfolgung hin; die Märtyrerberichte der 
bei BARNES weitgehend ignorierten Regierungszeit Julians werden jetzt in exzellen- 
ter Weise untersucht von H. C. TEITLER, The last pagan emperor, New York, 2017; 
eine Kurzfassung einiger zentraler Thesen seines Buches bietet T. D. BARNES, Early 
Christian hagiography and the Roman historian, in P. GEMEINHARDT — J. LEEMANS 
(Hrsg.), Christian martyrdom in late antiquity (300-450 AD), Berlin, 2012, S. 15-33; 
für die Interaktion zwischen heidnischen Werken und christlicher Hagiographie, die 
BARNES anderenorts behandelt hat (The Historia Augusta and Christian hagiography, 
in F. PASCHOUD (Hrsg.), Historiae Augustae Colloquium Genevense, Bari, 1999, 
S. 33-41), ist jetzt die Studie von A. D. E. CAMERON, The last pagans of Rome, 
Oxford, 2011, S. 743-782 grundlegend, zu deren Ergebnis sich auch BARNES (Clas- 
sical Review, 126/N.S. 62 [2012], S. 190-191) kurz geäußert hat. 

Somit kann ich das Schlusswort meiner Rezension der ersten Auflage nur wie- 
derholen: «Man wird nicht immer mit Barnes übereinstimmen und genau deshalb 
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sollte man dieses Buch lesen. Denn genau dies ist es, was die Forschungen von 
Barnes hier wie meist auch sonst tun: Sie fordern zum Widerspruch auf — und zwar 
im positiven Sinne.» Auch wenn es bedauerlich ist, dass die Neuauflage weniger 
Korrekturen bietet als erhofft, so kann eine Lektüre noch immer nur empfohlen 
werden: Man wird das Buch niemals aus der Hand legen, ohne etwas daraus gelernt 
zu haben. 

R. BRENDEL 


A. Heuss, Römische Geschichte, neu herausgegeben von H.-J. Gehrke, Paderborn, 
Ferdinand Schóningh, 2016, 727 pages. ISBN 978-3-506-78391-2. 


Die Rómische Geschichte von Alfred HEuss gilt als Klassiker der Altertumswis- 
senschaft. Wenngleich hier nur eine grundsätzlich unveränderte Neuauflage vorliegt, 
erfordern sowohl die Bedeutung des Werkes als auch die Neuauflage an sich eine 
ausführlichere Darlegung. 

Zunächst zur Publikationsgeschichte: Die erste Auflage erschien 1960 (XVII + 
621 S.); recht bald folgten zwei weitere Auflagen (1964, 1971, jeweils XVII + 
629 S.), die von HEuss selbst überarbeitet und ergänzt wurden. Die vierte Auflage 
(1976, XVII + 633 S.) war die letzte, an der HEuss Eingriffe vornahm, so dass der 
Haupttext sämtlicher weiterer Auflagen unverändert blieb. Nach einer fünften Auf- 
lage (1983) und zwei nicht in die Zählung aufgenommenen Sonderausgaben (1978, 
1987) erschien mit der sechsten Auflage von 1998 (XX + 695 S.) nochmals eine 
ergänzte Fassung, in der die Althistoriker Hans-Joachim Gehrke (der auch die hier 
behandelte Neuauflage herausgegeben hat), Werner Dahlheim und Jochen Bleicken 
das Kapitel zum Forschungsstand bis in ihre Gegenwart fortführten. Danach erschie- 
nen in rascher Folge fünf weitere Auflagen (2000, 2001, 2003, 2007, 2010), die 
jedoch alle nur Nachdrucke der sechsten sind. Was hiermit vorliegt, ist, auch wenn 
keine entsprechende Zählung geboten wird, die zwölfte (wenn nicht die vierzehnte) 
Auflage. 

Diese zwölfte Auflage bietet gegenüber den Vorgängern gleichzeitig mehr und 
weniger sowie Änderungen, die nicht quantitativer Natur sind. Zur Verdeutlichung 
ist die Römische Geschichte in drei Versionen zu unterteilen: Die erste (hier Al) ist 
mit der vierten Auflage die letzte, an der Heuss direkt arbeitete (die vorhergehenden 
als Vorformen davon können hier übergangen werden); die zweite (hier A2) ist die 
sechste Auflage (und deren zahlreiche Nachdrucke), die zusätzliche Forschungs- 
überblicke, ansonsten aber einen identischen Text aufweist; die dritte (hier B) ist 
die hier vorliegende zwölfte Auflage, die in neuer Setzung vorliegt und somit eine 
abweichende Paginierung aufweist. 

Nun ein konkreter Vergleich der drei Versionen: Nach dem Inhaltsverzeichnis 
(A1/2 S. V-X; B S. 5-20), das in seiner Kleinteiligkeit wertvoll ist, folgt das Vor- 
wort. Gemeinsam ist den Versionen nur das Vorwort der ersten Auflage (ΑΙ S. XI- 
XVII; A2 S. XIV-XX; B S. 21-27); die kurzen Vorworte der drei darauffolgenden 
Auflagen (A1 S. XVII-XVIII) wurden seit A2 gestrichen, worin ein neues Vorwort 
der Herausgeber enthalten ist (A2 S. XI-XIID, das in B wieder ausgelassen wurde. 
Die insgesamt zwólf Kapitel (A1/2 S. 1-611; B S. 29-681) sind in allen Fassungen 
identisch, allerdings hat B eine abweichende Paginierung. Eine Ergánzung von B ist 
der Abbildungsteil (unpaginiert, zwischen B S. 568 und S. 569, 44 Abbildungen). 
Wiederum eine Eigenheit von A2 sind die Nachtráge (A2 S. 613-673) zum zwólften 
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Kapitel, einem Überblick über die Forschungsgeschichte, die in B fehlen, wo dafür 
ein kurzer Beitrag des Herausgebers über die Rómische Geschichte geboten ist 
(B S. 683-693). Die Anhänge stimmen größtenteils überein: Zeittafel (Al S. 613- 
617; A2 S. 675-679; B S. 694-698), Stammbáume (A1 S. 618-619; A2 S. 680-681; 
B S. 699-701), Personenregister (A1 S. 620-625; A2 S. 682-687; B S. 706-714), 
Sachregister (Al S. 626-633; A2 S. 688-695; B S. 715-727); eine Ergänzung von B 
sind die Karten (B S. 702-704) und Bildnachweise (B S. 705). 

Somit erweist sich die Neuauflage in dieser Hinsicht als eher enttäuschend: 
Während die meisten Auslassungen vertretbar sind, bedeutet die Streichung der 
Ergänzungen des Forschungsüberblicks (A2 S. 613-673) letztlich einen Rückschritt, 
da somit der aktuellste Teil des Werkes fehlt. Auch die neue Setzung kann nicht als 
glücklicher Einfall angesehen werden, da nun zwei (teilweise drei) unterschiedliche 
Paginierungen vorliegen. Gravierender ist aber, dass es außerhalb des Registers ver- 
sáumt wurde, Querverweise anzupassen — selbst in Gehrkes Beitrag (S. 683-693) 
beziehen sich die Zitate auf eine ältere Auflage (zudem auf Al, nicht auf A2). In den 
für die Spátantike relevanten Partien wáre zu korrigieren: S. 477, Anm. 1 Querver- 
weis auf S. 601 (richtig wáre S. 673; schon A1 S. 421, Anm. 1 falsch, da auf 
S. 603-604 zu verweisen wäre); S. 519, Anm. 1 auf S. 487ff. (S. 547ff.); S. 521 auf 
S. 459 (S. 518); S. 648 auf S. 475f. (S. 534-536); S. 671, Anm. 2 auf S. 522 (S. 585); 
S. 677, Anm. 22 auf S. 584, Anm. 15 (S. 654, Anm. 15; schon ΑΙ S. 607, Anm. 22 
falsch, da dort S. 586, Anm. 15); S. 685, Anm. 3 auf S. XVII (S. 27); S. 686, Anm. 
9 auf S. XII (S. 21-22); S. 687, Anm. 12 auf S. XVII und S. XIV (S. 27 und S. 26; 
das letzte Zitat ist auch für A1 falsch, es müsste S. XVI sein, wo zudem nicht «ver- 
wickelte Genese», sondern «verwickelte Genesis» steht); S. 689, Anm. 16 auf S. XIV 
(S. 24); S. 689, Anm. 17 auf S. XV (S. 25, wo zudem nicht von den «historischen 
Knotenpunkten», sondern den «geschichtlichen Knotenpunkten» die Rede ist). 

Der Text ist weitgehend unverändert: Anmerkungen wurden nicht mit einer 
durchgehenden Zählung versehen, sondern die von HEuss übernommen (S. 587, 
Anm. 29a; S. 593, Anm. 54a; S. 672, Anm. 6a-b; S. 674, Anm. 12a; S. 676, Anm. 
18a; S. 679, Anm. 36a). Daneben einige Zufallsfunde: S. 480 «dass» (statt zuvor 
«daß»: Α1/2 S. 424); der Druckfehler «religóse», der schon in den früheren Auf- 
lagen zu finden ist (A1/2 S. 495), ist S. 556 noch erhalten; S. 557 ist durch ein 
überflüssiges Komma («Lücke, auszufüllen») gegenüber früheren Auflagen (A1/2 
S. 496) ein zusätzlicher Fehler entstanden. Die Register hätte man gerne ergänzt 
gesehen. 

Nachdem ich die Geduld der Leserschaft zunächst mit einer Art Überlieferungs- 
geschichte auf die Probe stellen musste, soll der verbleibende Teil der Rezension 
dem eigentlichen Inhalt des Werkes gewidmet sein. Das Hauptaugenmerk ist dabei 
auf die Ausführungen zur Spätantike zu richten, was auch den Schwerpunkten des 
Rezensenten und denen dieser Zeitschrift, aber mehr noch der Tatsache, dass in den 
Rezensionen der Römischen Geschichte ebenso wie in den Beiträgen der Forschung 
zum Werk von HEuss seine Behandlung der Spätantike weitgehend ausgeblendet 
wurde (siehe lediglich kurz E. A. BALTRUSCH, in Gymnasium, 107 (2000), S. 468; 
in den -- als Anhang 1 aufgelisteten — Rezensionen finden sich nur vereinzelte 
Bemerkungen: ΒΑΡΙΑΝ S. 386-387, PIGANIOL S. 332-333, SCHROT S. 1576-1577, 
SINNIGEN S. 91, VOLKMANN S. 636-637), geschuldet ist. 

Im Vorwort zur ersten Auflage (S. 21-27), dessen gewóhnungsbedürftiger Stil in 
deutlichem Gegensatz zu den gut lesbaren Ausführungen steht, werden Adressaten 
und Vorgehensweise dargelegt. Es ist kein «sogenanntes Handbuch» und auch keine 
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Darstellung im üblichen Sinne (S. 21), Adressat nicht der «zünftige Fachgenosse», 
sondern Personen mit «einem geschulten bzw. zu schulenden geschichtlichen 
Apperzeptionsvermógen», die «entsprechend auf das unmittelbare Erfassen der 
wesentlichen Sachzusammenhänge aus sind» (S. 22); einfach ausgedrückt: Histo- 
riker und Wissenschaftler anderer Disziplinen, Studenten, angehende und ausgebil- 
dete Lehrer sowie Schüler. Bewusst ausgelassen wurden die italische Vorgeschichte 
sowie die römische Kunst, Literatur und Religion (S. 23), die allerdings in einzelnen 
Vertretern erscheinen (etwa S. 534-537). Auch Kriegsschilderungen sind mit einer 
allerdings fragwürdigen Begründung ausgelassen, denn «historisch relevant ist nur 
ihr Ergebnis, nicht das Wie und Wieso (es sei denn, man betriebe Militárgeschichte)» 
(S. 24); glücklicherweise wird die historisch durchaus relevante Frage nach dem 
«Wieso» insgesamt nicht ganz konsequent ausgeblendet. Ebenfalls auf wenig 
Zustimmung wird die Aussage «Geschichte ist in ihrer Funktion nach nun einmal 
in primärer Hinsicht Überlieferung und läßt damit dem Historiker nicht allzuviel 
Spielraum, ihr ein besonderes Gesicht aufzusetzen» (S. 24) stoßen, auch wenn sie 
als Mahnung gegen Überinterpretation ihre Rechtfertigung hat. Das Werk «soll es 
ausschließlich mit der Sache zu tun haben und sich ihren Gang lediglich von dieser 
vorschreiben lassen» und es «soll weder wissenschaftliche Instruktion im üblichen 
Sinn betreiben noch sich mit dem Schein von Erkenntnis durch Ausweichen in die 
Aporie des Erkenntnisganges schmücken» (S. 25). In seinem vorletzten — nicht dem 
letzten, denn das Verzeichnis Gesammelte Schriften III, Stuttgart 1995, S. 2669-2676 
(von nun an GS) ist hier unvollständig, siehe W. NIPPEL, in Zeitschrift für Geschichts- 
wissenschaft, 45 (1997), S. 251 — Beitrag verteidigte HEUSS seine Konzeption und 
wies darauf hin, ein solche Buch könne «nicht leicht ‚veralten‘, denn dies setzt grund- 
sätzlich neue Erkenntnisse voraus, und solche sind bei dem stationären Charakter der 
Alten Geschichte unwahrscheinlich und sind gerade im vergangenen Menschenalter 
nicht zum Vorschein gekommen. Was an dieser oder jener beiläufigen Stelle als 
neues Faktum zu bemerken ist, braucht bei dem hier zugrundegelegten Maßstab im 
allgemeinen nicht registriert zu werden»: De se ipse, in: J. BLEICKEN (Hrsg.), Collo- 
quium aus Anlass des 80. Geburtstages von Alfred Heuss, Kallmünz, 1993, S. 171-221 
= GS I, S. 777-827 (das Zitat S. 215 = 5. 821). Immerhin erkannte er den Text als 
«überprüfungsbedürftig» an (S. 216 = S. 822). 

Die ersten acht Kapitel behandeln die Zeit von den Anfángen Roms bis zum Ende 
der Severer 235 n. Chr. (S. 29-462). Diese Kapitel, welche alle noch darzulegenden 
Vorzüge des Werkes aufweisen, wurden in den Rezensionen früherer Auflagen 
(siehe Anhang 1) und in dem Kongressband H.-J. GEHRKE (Hrsg.), Alfred Heuß. 
Ansichten seines Lebenswerkes, Stuttgart, 1998 behandelt, worauf hier lediglich zu 
verweisen ist. 

Die drei darauffolgenden Kapitel sind der Spätantike gewidmet: Das neunte 
Kapitel (S. 463-505: Der Zusammenbruch des Reiches und seine Wiederaufrichtung 
durch den spátantiken Zwangsstaat) behandelt die Reichskrise des dritten Jahrhun- 
derts (235-284 n. Chr.) und deren Überwindung durch die Reformen Diokletians 
und Konstantins. Das zehnte Kapitel (S. 506-541: Die Christianisierung des Reiches) 
ist zum einen Konstantin und seinem Verháltnis zum Christentum, zum anderen der 
Zeit von Konstantin bis Theodosius I. allgemein gewidmet. Im elften Kapitel (S. 542- 
568: Der Ausgang der rómischen Geschichte) werden die Ereignisse im fünften 
Jahrhundert geschildert, wobei der Schlusspunkt der Darstellung im Westen bei 480 
(Tod des Nepos) und im Osten bei 491 (Tod des Anastasios), jedoch mit einem 
kurzen Ausblick zu Justinian, gesetzt wird; ein eigener Abschnitt ist den Theorien 
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zum Untergang des westrómischen und dem Fortbestand des ostrómischen Reiches 
vorbehalten (S. 561-568), was HEUSS am ehesten darin bedingt sieht, dass im Osten 
Konstantinopel zugleich Hauptstadt und Kaiserresidenz, im Westen hingegen Rom 
nicht mehr Kaiserresidenz war, aber durch seine Bedeutung keine andere Hauptstadt 
móglich machte. Zu bemerken ist noch, dass diese drei Kapitel im Gegensatz zu den 
vorhergehenden keine durchgehende Schilderung der Ereignisgeschichte bieten, was 
aber die Lesbarkeit und Verständlichkeit nicht beeinträchtigt. 

Das zwölfte Kapitel (5. 569-681) bietet einen allgemeinen Überblick über die 
Entwicklung der Erforschung der römischen Geschichte von den Anfängen im fünf- 
zehnten Jahrhundert bis in die damalige neueste Zeit. Von Interesse für den Spät- 
antikeforscher sind einzelne Abschnitte des allgemeinen Überblicks (S. 569-597) 
wie etwa die zu Dessau, Seeck und Hartmann (5. 585), der etwas ungünstig positi- 
onierte Absatz zu den Quellen der Spätantike (S. 648-649) und die eigentlichen 
Ausführungen zur Spätantike (5. 670-681), in denen die wichtigsten Werke zu all- 
gemeinen und speziellen Fragen vorgestellt sowie die Ansätze für Beginn und Ende 
dieser Epoche diskutiert werden. 

Der in dieser Neuauflage erstmals enthaltene Beitrag von Hans-Joachim Gehrke 
(S. 683-693: Alfred Heuss. Der Geschichtsschreiber als Konstrukteur) informiert 
über Entstehung, Methodik und Bedeutung der Römischen Geschichte und erweist 
sich durch weiterführende Belege und Literaturhinweise als nützliches Hilfsmittel 
zum besseren Verständnis des Werkes. In der Zeittafel (S. 694-698) werden S. 698 
die Ereignisse der Spätantike behandelt, die Stammbäume (S. 699-701) skizzieren 
S. 701 die Familie Konstantins; unter den Karten (S. 702-704) und Abbildungen 
(unpaginiert, nach S. 568, Nachweise S. 705) sind die Karte III zum Kaiserreich 
(S. 704) und die Abbildungen Nr. 36-44 von Interesse. 

Es wäre wenig sinnvoll, auf neuere Forschungen zu verweisen, durch die HEUSS 
in Einzelfragen widerlegt ist. Das würde den Blick darauf versperren, dass er den- 
noch in vielen Fällen das Richtige getroffen hat und seine Darlegungen noch immer 
lesenswert sind. Sehr gute und ausgewogene Urteile, die durch neuere Untersuchun- 
gen teilweise bestätigt werden, fällt er über Gallienus (S. 488), Konstantin (S. 508), 
Konstantinopel (S. 517), Theodosius I. (S. 521-522) und sein Verhältnis zu Ambro- 
sius (S. 532), die Heidenpolitik der spátantiken Kaiser (S. 532-533) und Julian (S. 536- 
537). Hervorzuheben ist auch, dass HEUSS im Anschluss an Rostovtzeff (S. 562) 
einer der überzeugtesten Verfechter der These des sogenannten spätantiken «Zwangs- 
staates» war (siehe vor allem Anhang 2, Nr. 9), was auch in diesem Werk deutlich 
wird: Dem Reich bleibt nur die «Antwort des unerbittlichen Zwanges» und um die 
Durchsetzung der Interessen zu gewährleisten, wird die Kollektivhaftung eingeführt 
(S. 471). Die Stadt wird zu einem «Zwangsverband zur Verrichtung staatlicher 
Befehle» (S. 472) und der Willkür der Soldaten sind zumindest im dritten Jahrhun- 
dert keine Grenzen mehr gesetzt (S. 477). Diokletian geht es darum, «die Verknech- 
tung der Reichsbewohner generell zu fixieren», gestützt durch eine «schonungslose 
und noch dazu korrupte Bürokratie» (S. 497), im spätantiken Staat gab es «keine 
Freiheit mehr, soziale Freiheit nun schon gar nicht» und die Bevólkerung war 
«praktisch kaum mehr als Staatssklaven» (S. 501). Bemerkenswert ist aber, dass 
dieses Bild nicht ganz konsequent aufrechterhalten wird: Das Problem ist nicht so 
sehr der unbedingte Machtwille der Kaiser, vielmehr: «Die guten Absichten der 
kaiserlichen Regierung konnten sich nicht durchsetzen, denn zu ihrer Verwirklichung 
war sie auf die Hilfe von Leuten angewiesen, deren Interessen der Einstellung der 
Kaiser nicht entsprachen» (S. 474). Bei all seinen Problemen stellte das Kolonat 
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doch eine Chance für die Bauern dar, da sie ihnen einen zusätzlichen Rückhalt 
gegenüber der Reichsverwaltung gab (S. 503). Eine gezielte und systematische 
Unterdrückung des Heidentums war nie beabsichtigt (S. 532-533). Auch die Belas- 
tung durch den Aufwand für die Versorgung germanischer Foederaten war weniger 
hoch als sie erscheint (S. 549-550). 

Hinzuweisen ist auf eine überschaubare Zahl sachlicher Fehler: Ein Caesar ist 
kein «Kaiseranwärter» (S. 494), sondern ein Unterkaiser (so richtig S. 520). 
Die Angaben zu den Phasen der Alleinherrschaft im vierten Jahrhundert (S. 496) 
sind problematisch, da die Mitherrschaft eines Caesar ja gerade keine solche mehr 
darstellt (mit diesem strikten Ansatz wáren nur die Jahre 354-355 und 361-364 zu 
zühlen) und angesichts der Berücksichtigung des Magnentius auch alle anderen 
Usurpatoren anzuführen wären; aber selbst wenn man den Ansatz von HEuss grund- 
sátzlich akzeptiert, fehlen noch die Regierung Jovians und die ersten Monate der 
seines Nachfolgers Valentinian I. (363-364). Moderne Begriffe wie «Haus- und 
Hofmeister» und «Personalchef» als Erklärung für spätantike Ämter (S. 499) dürf- 
ten mehr Verwirrung als Klarheit bringen. Seecks Regesten erschienen nicht ab 1918 
in zwei Bänden (5. 648, Anm. 9), sondern 1919 in nur einem Band. Die französische 
Ausgabe von Ernst Steins großem Werk erschien 1959, nicht 1960 (5. 672, Anm. 5). 
Der Verfasser des S. 672, Anm. 6a zitierten Beitrages ist Berthold Rubin, nicht 
«L. Rubin». Der Name des S. 675, Anm. 15 und S. 677, Anm. 26 zitierten Forschers 
ist Stroheker, nicht «Strohecker». Die 1956 publizierte Ausgabe der Julianbiogra- 
phie von Bidez (5. 680, Anm. 43) ist nur eine Kurzfassung ohne Anmerkungen des 
1940 erschienenen Werkes. In der Zeittafel (S. 698) wird der Beginn der diokletiani- 
schen Christenverfolgung in das Jahr 299 (statt richtig 303) und der Herrschaftsantritt 
Valentinians III. in das Jahr 424 (statt richtig 425, so auch S. 542) verlegt; der 
Eintrag «Ende einer westrómischen Regierung» für 480 meint das Richtige, ist aber 
missverstándlich. Im Beitrag Gehrkes wäre noch zu korrigieren: S. 685, Anm. 4 
«Frith» statt richtig «Fritz» und S. 692, Z. 2 fehlt ein Punkt («werden Die»). 

Ist die Neuauflage gerechtfertigt? In den früheren Rezensionen wird das von 
Christoph Ulf bejaht, von Jacques Gascou hingegen verneint. Meiner Ansicht nach 
ist sie es, jedoch aus einem anderen Grund als dem von Ulf genannten, der die 
wissenschaftsgeschichtliche Bedeutung hervorhebt — wer aber dementsprechend 
arbeitet, wird vor allem für die ersten vier Auflagen und eingehendere Sekundärli- 
teratur, nicht für mehr oder weniger unveránderte Nachdrucke Verwendung haben. 
Die Kritikpunkte von Gascou (Literatur- und Quellenangaben fehlen, das Gebotene 
wird somit als unbestrittene Fakten dargestellt, zudem wird nur die politische 
Geschichte dargestellt) sind gerechtfertigt, führen jedoch am eigentlichen Punkt vor- 
bei. Der große Wert des Buches besteht darin, dass es HEUSS darin gelingt, in größt- 
móglicher Knappheit das Wesentliche zu erfassen, ohne in Verkürzungen oder Ver- 
einfachungen zu verfallen, was sich an zahlreichen ausgewogenen Urteilen und kurz 
gehaltenen, aber dennoch aussagekräftigen Abwägungen zeigt. Stilistisch und 
sprachlich ist es (mit Ausnahme des Vorwortes) gut lesbar und verständlich. Zudem 
ist die Neuauflage mit ihrem soliden Papier, ihrer robusten Bindung und den Abbil- 
dungen von hoher Qualität gut gestaltet und gemessen daran auch preislich moderat. 
Somit erscheint mir sein Wert und somit auch der Neuauflage in zwei Punkten zu 
liegen: Erstens ist es noch immer ein zuverlässiger Leitfaden durch die römische 
(und spätantike) Geschichte, der gut geeignet ist, sich einen Bestand an notwendigem 
Grundwissen anzueignen oder diesen aufzufrischen. Zweitens erschiene es mir durch- 
aus sinnvoll, mittlerweile umstrittene Thesen wie die vom spätantiken Zwangsstaat 
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als Grundlage für Veranstaltungen im akademischen Unterricht heranzuziehen, um 
so den Blick der Studenten für die Fortschritte der Spätantikeforschung zu schärfen. 
Optimal wären diese Ziele natürlich dadurch erreicht, wenn in der nächsten Auflage 
nicht nur die hier angemerkten Fehler korrigiert, sondern sich wie schon in der 
sechsten Auflage einige fachkundige Forscher finden würden, die in zusätzlichen 
Beiträgen die Fortschritte der Forschung darlegen. Auf diesem Wege blieben die 
Vorteile des Werkes ungeschmälert erhalten, während zugleich dem Bedürfnis nach 
Aktualität und der Abbildung des neuesten Forschungsstandes Genüge getan wäre. 

Anhang 1 (Rezensionen): Zur ersten Auflage (1960): E. BADIAN, in Gnomon, 36 
(1964), S. 380-387; E. BETTI, in Studia et documenta historiae et iuris, 26 (1960), 
S. 449-452; A. PIGANIOL, in Latomus, 22 (1963), S. 331-333; A. PIGANIOL, in Revue 
historique, 234 (1965), S. 134-135; G. SCHROT, in Zeitschrift für Geschichtswissen- 
schaft, 11 (1963), S. 1574-1577; W. G. SINNIGEN, in American Historical Review, 68 
(1962), S. 91-92; H. VOLKMANN, in Historische Zeitschrift, 195 (1962), S. 634-637. 
Zur sechsten Auflage (1998): K. BRINGMANN, in Historische Zeitschrift, 212 (2001), 
S. 713-716; K.-L. ELVERS, in Forum Classicum, 42/1 (1999), S. 44-45; G. FREYBUR- 
GER, in Études classiques, 68 (2000), S. 118-119; C. ULF, in Anzeiger für die Alter- 
tumswissenschaft, 54 (2001), Sp. 190-191. Zur achten Auflage (2001): 1. GAscou, in 
Latomus, 62 (2003), S. 737. 

Anhang 2 (Beiträge von Heuß zur Spätantike): 1) Rezension von Kornemann, 
Römische Geschichte II (1939), in Historische Zeitschrift, 169 (1949), S. 349-351 = 
GS II, S. 1582-1584; 2) Rezension von Hohl, Ein politischer Witz auf Caracalla 
(1950), in Historische Zeitschrift, 171 (1951), S. 628 (fehlt im Schriftenverzeichnis 
der GS); 3) Rezension von Alfóldi, A conflict of ideas in the late Roman empire 
(1952), in Historische Zeitschrift, 182 (1956), S. 597-599 = GS II, S. 1585-1587; 
4) Rezension von Demougeot, De l'unité a la division de l'empire romain 395-410 
(1951), in Historische Zeitschrift, 182 (1956). S. 599-601 = GS II, S. 1587-1589; 
5) Die hier behandelte Rómische Geschichte; 6) Rezension von Christ, Von Gibbon 
zu Rostovtzeff (1972), in Gnomon, 46 (1974), S. 726-727 = GS III, S. 2609-2610; 
7) Rezension von Demandt, Geschichte als Argument (1972), in Gnomon, 48 
(1976), S. 36-43 = GS I, S. 720-727 (dazu S. 40-41 = S. 724-725; 8) Zum Untergang 
einer Epoche [Rezension von Demandt, Der Fall Roms (1984)], in Merkur, 39 
(1985), S. 65-70 = GS II, S. 1589-1594; 9) Das spätantike römische Reich kein 
Zwangsstaat?, in Geschichte in Wissenschaft und Unterricht, 37 (1986), S. 603-618 
= GS II, S. 1439-1454; 10) Antike und Spátantike, in J. Kunisch (Hrsg.), Spátzeit, 
Berlin, 1990, S. 27-90 = GS II, S. 1375-1438. 

R. BRENDEL 


A. KALDELLIS, A Cabinet of Byzantine Curiosities: Strange Tales and Surprising Facts 
from History's Most Orthodox Empire, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2017, XII 
+ 236 pages. ISBN 978-0-19-062594-8 (hardback); 978-0-19-062595-5 (e-book). 


After A Cabinet of Roman Curiosities: Strange Tales and Surprising Facts from 
the World's Greatest Empire (2010), A Cabinet of Greek Curiosities: Strange Tales 
and Surprising Facts from the Cradle of Western Civilization (2013) and A Cabinet 
of Ancient Medical Curiosities: Strange Tales and Surprising Facts from the Heal- 
ing Arts of Greece and Rome (2017), Oxford University Press has come up with a 
fourth book full of remarkable oddities. This time the cabinet is composed from the 
writings of (and about) the most obvious successors of the Greeks and Romans 
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described in the former three volumes: the Byzantines. For the first time, the author 
is not the classicist J.C. McKEown, but the Byzantinist A. KALDELLIS, whom the 
reader may know from his monographs on Christian and Greek identity (building) 
throughout Byzantium's long history, two issues which undoubtedly provided him 
with a lot of facts and tales suitable for a small and very peculiar book like this. 

In his ‘Preface’ KALDELLIS credits MCKEOWN for inventing the no-nonsense “for- 
mat’ (p. XII) of A Cabinet of Byzantine Curiosities: nothing more than a collection 
of ‘entries’ (p. XD: (dis)enchanting and/or amusing trivia and mini stories from and 
about Byzantines grouped into thematically ordered — in this case eighteen — chap- 
ters. Since the Byzantines 'excelled' in ‘short stories’, as KALDELLIS puts it, proba- 
bly referring to the penchant of their chroniclers for so-called petites histoires, the 
entries are in general somewhat longer than in McKEoww's Cabinet books. Hence, 
the entries are on average some seven or eight lines long (sometimes only three, but 
seldom more than fifteen) and often contain translated quotes (cf. infra). To give an 
idea of the heterogeneous themes, these are the chapter titles: 

I. Marriage and the Family (pp. 1-14); II. Unorthodox Sex (pp. 15-30); III. Ani- 
mals (pp. 31-43); IV. Food and Dining (pp. 45-56); V. Eunuchs (pp. 57-68); VI. 
Medical Practice (pp. 69-78); VII. Science and Technology (pp. 79-93); VIII. War, 
By any Means (pp. 95-108); IX. A Menagerie of Saints (pp. 109-118); X. Heresy 
and Scandal (pp. 119-129); XI. A Gallery of Rogues (pp. 131-139); XII. Inventive 
Insults (pp. 141-144); XIII. Punishments (pp. 145-158); XIV. Foreign Lands and 
People, A.D. 330-641 (pp. 159-170); XV. Foreigners and Stereotypes, A.D. 641-1453 
(pp. 171-184); XVI. Latins, Franks, and Germans (pp. 185-196); XVII. Disasters, 
Mostly Acts of God (pp. 197-207); XVIII. The Emperors (pp. 209-222). 

KALDELLIS does not explain why the chapters are ordered as they are, but one can 
easily presume that the spiciest entries were strategically (?) put in front. The title 
of ch. II speaks for itself (its opening entry presents ‘a detailed discussion of cun- 
nilingus’ by the 12"-c. canonist Theodoros Balsamon), but many entries in chapters 
I, IV and V also deal with sex. Further on in the book, other inexhaustible topics 
turn out to be misconduct in all its thinkable manifestations, the (un)orthodoxy of 
Byzantine Christianity, and, last but not least, the representation of the other. 

Within the majority of the eighteen chapters a number of subtitles — such as 
‘Theory’, ‘Time’, ‘Flamethrowers and hand grenades’, ‘Military contrivances’, 
‘Pneumatic devices’, ‘Water’, ‘Security’, ‘Mathematics and astronomy’ and ‘Mis- 
cellaneous’ in ch. VII -- provide extra organizing categories for the curious material. 
In passing, the reader is offered more than fifty black-and-white images. Every 
chapter is introduced by a coin depicting a Byzantine emperor or empress, and further 
on we are treated with images related to the theme in question, so in ch. IV a pho- 
tograph of three Byzantine forks and in ch. XVII an illustration from the Parisinus 
gr. 510 showing ‘Saint Gregory of Nazianzos preaching about the damage caused 
by a hailstorm’ (p. 206). To Byzantinists, it will not come as a surprise that most of 
the manuscript illustrations are taken from the Madrid Skylitzes. 

To provide the reader with an example, not only of the entries themselves, but 
also of KALDELLIS’s “presentation method’ and his smooth style, I quote two suc- 
cessive entries, a short one and a larger one from ch. XV, both under the subtitle 
‘Miscellaneous’: 


‘Serbs means “slaves” in the language of the Romans [i.e., Latin servus] [KAL- 
DELLIS’s addition], and they have this name because they were slaves of the emperor 
of the Romans (Konstantinos VII, De administrando imperio 32).” (p. 179) 
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‘In 1167, something funny happened in the forum of Constantine, as the 
emperor Manuel I Komnenos was on his way to march against Hungary. 
Two bronze statues of female figures stood on the western arch leading into 
the forum, of which one was called "the Roman" and "the Hungarian." The 
Roman one happened to fall while the other remained standing, a terrible omen. 
So Manuel commanded that the Roman statue be restored and the Hungarian 
thrown down, attempting to reverse the outcome of the war (Niketas Choniates, 
History 151). (pp. 179-180) 


The italics from the first entry indicate that this is a direct quote from the author 
between brackets, here the eminent ‘purple-born’ scholar-emperor. Since he does not 
mention a translator, KALDELLIS has translated this sentence himself. In the second 
entry, the lack of italics means that he has paraphrased his source, here Niketas 
Choniates. Of course, Byzantinists know that Konstantinos VII was an emperor, and 
Choniates a famous historian, but for people unfamiliar with these names the book 
contains a list of Byzantium's many emperors (including some gripping statistics, 
e.g., 46% of them ‘came to power as the result of some kind of violence’, p. 219) 
and a ‘Glossary’ with terms such as ‘Justinianic Code’ and ‘stylite’, and names such 
as 'Komnenoi' and, indeed, ‘Choniates, Niketas’ (pp. 223-227). 

Information about which editions KALDELLIS consulted is not given, and it may 
seem strange, yes, unorthodox, that the book lacks a bibliography. The author 
explains: *Anyone with internet access should be able to find full references for the 
primary sources that I cite, though I have placed the truly obscure ones in the end- 
notes’ (p. XII), 29 to be precise. In such a peculiar book, a bibliography is indeed 
not necessary, but what one could actually miss more is an index. 

Personally, I am one of those readers who regarding the quoted entry about 
Manuel I Komnenos is curious why these bronze female figures were called ‘the 
Roman' and *the Hungarian' respectively. And what is more, I am frankly not famil- 
iar enough with Manuel Komnenos's time or Choniates's History to know what in 
fact was 'the outcome of the war' (the Byzantines won, as internet access helped 
me to find out). Most of the time, such questions remain unanswered, which is 
understandable, for if KALDELLIS had started to expound or speculate about all those 
(often zany) tales and facts, the entries would have lost their attractive conciseness, 
and the whole book its charm and pace. On another note, since the Cabinet does not 
contain a chapter on superstition, I would have put the entry about Manuel Komne- 
nos rather in the final chapter about the emperors than in this one (ch. XV) on 
foreigners and stereotypes. Nevertheless, I very rarely had the impression that an 
entry did not fit the chapter in which it was placed. 

Critical complaints (like some of the former), though, that the book is not very 
well tailored to direct scholarly use, are as unfair as complaining that a meticulous 
narrotological commentary on Laonikos Chalkokondyles's Histories is not a relaxed 
read. Let there be no mistake about it: ‘A Cabinet of Byzantine Curiosities is primarily 
a work of entertainment’, as KALDELLIS tells us in his “Preface” (p. XD. However true 
that may be, it is usable by scholars because of the treasury of weird, funny, or simply 
informative little (hi)stories, which offer us all these intriguing glimpses in a society 
and its ideas so far removed from ours, yet often so recognizable. 

As the table of contents presented above already suggests, especially scholars of 
medieval social life, (Orthodox) church history or *xenology' can probably make 
the most of the quirky, absurd or admirable trivia collected here. That KALDELLIS 
also has culled a substantial part of his entries from non-Byzantine sources, such as 
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Liudprand of Cremona (‘If you don't like Byzantium, you probably like Liudprand’, 
p. 226) or Snorri Sturluson, makes this book worth consulting not only by imago- 
logists interested in what the Byzantines thought about other peoples (ch. XIV-XVI), 
but also by those probing how ‘Byzantium’, this Roman-and-then-Greek empire was 
seen by these 'others' during the long millennium in which it existed. Still related 
to this, it goes without saying that the whole book on the one hand bristles with 
Byzantine self-images, and on the other can be a study object of our own (21*-c., 
Western) image-building — and its deconstruction — about Byzantium. In addition, 
translation (and censorship) scholars will be grateful for KALDELLIS's mentions of 
too “timid” translations (or shameless omissions) of some of the risqué passages that 
pass in review in the first chapters. 

In other words, A Cabinet of Byzantine Curiosities allows all of these — and many 
other — scholars to brighten up the argumentations in their next articles, chapters or 
books with one or more Byzantine oddities, which is certainly a nice extra for such 
a pleasurable read. 

M. DE DOBBELEER 


The Letters of Theodoros Hyrtakenos, Greek Text, Translation, and Commentary by 
A. KARPOZILOS and G. FATOUROS, Athénes, Kanakis Publishers, 2017, 400 pages. 
ISBN 978-960-6736-22-3. 


Theodoros Hyrtakenos was a scholar and epistolographer from the Palaeologan 
period, who has been somewhat neglected. Apart from his other literary works, which 
are very varied and all worthy of study, he left us 93 letters. The present critical edition 
of those letters replaces an obsolete one, which was in many ways problematic. It 
is at the same time the eagerly awaited result of the yearlong research that A. KAR- 
POZILOS and G. FATOUROS made in the fields of: a) the philological edition of letter 
collections;? b) the study of important aspects of Byzantine epistolography in gen- 
eral;? c) the epistolographic work of Theodoros Hyrtakenos specifically.^ 

This “most beggar-like"? letter-writer of Byzantine literature was born in Hyr- 
takos in Kyzikos around the middle of the thirteenth century. After completing his 


! Θεοδώρου τοῦ Ὑρτακηνοῦ ἐπιστολαί, ed. F.J.G. LA PORTE DU THEIL, Notices et extraits 
d'un volume de la Bibliothéque Nationale, cóté MCCIX parmi les manuscrits grecs et conte- 
nant les opuscules et lettres anecdotes de Théodóre l'Hyrtacénien, in Notices et Extraits des 
Manuscrits de la Bibliothéque Nationale et autres bibliothéques, 5 (1798), pp. 709-744; 6 
(1800), pp. 1-48. See also J.-F. BOISSONADE, Anecdota Graeca, vol. I, Paris, 1829, pp. 248- 
292; vol. II, Paris, 1830, pp. 409-453; vol. III, Paris, 1831, pp. 1-70. 

? G. FATOUROS, Die Briefe des Michael Gabras (ca. 1290-nach 1350), 1: Einleitung, Adres- 
saten, Regesten, Register, 2: Text (WBS, 10/1-2). Vienna, 1973 and A. KARPOZILOS, The Letters 
of Ioannes Mauropous Metropolitan of Euchaita, Greek Text, Translation and Commentary 
(CFHB, 34 (Series Thessalonicensis)), Thessaloniki, 1990. 

3 A. KARPOZILOS, Books and Bookmen in the Fourteenth Century. The Epistolographical 
Evidence, in JÓB, 41 (1991), pp. 255-276 and A. KARPOZILOS, Realia in Byzantine Epistolo- 
graphy XIII-XV c., in BZ, 88 (1995), pp. 68-84. 

^ A. KARPOZILOS, The Correspondence of Theodoros Hyrtakenos, in JÓB, 42 (1992), pp. 275- 
294 and G. FATOUROS, Zur Chronologie der Briefe des Theodoros Hyrtakenos, in JÓB, 43 (1993), 
pp. 221-231. 

5 See H. HUNGER, Die hochsprachliche profane Literatur der Byzantiner, Munich, 1978, 
vol. 1, p. 139. For Theodoros Hyrtakenos, see also PLP 29507. 
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studies, he made a career as a teacher in Constantinople, attempting at the same time 
to secure a place in the literary scene of the period. In any event, the arrangement of 
his letters, together with the realia that can be found in them, the high amount of 
allusions, forms of address and rhetorical figures, shed light on the personality of 
Theodore Hyrtakenos as an educated intellectual of the early Palaeologan renaissance, 
an image that contrasts with his own statements that he was an insignificant pauper. 

The brief but comprehensive introduction (pp. 11-26) discusses the general and 
essential features of Hyrtakenos' letter collection, as well as his views on the world, 
and the information that can be gained from his works. The authors comment on the 
themes that frequently occur in the letters of Hyrtakenos, such as poverty, destitu- 
tion, and hunger. They also attempt successfully to locate him, albeit indirectly, in 
the broader climate of the time and the features and difficulties that characterize the 
life of a scholar at the end of the thirteenth and beginnings of the fourteenth century. 

As is well known, begging letters were a phenomenon that was not unheard of in 
Byzantine epistolography; but in the case of Hyrtakenos, they seemed to have taken 
on the dimensions of an insistence that can be explained either by the emphatic 
rivalry amongst learned men, in line with their attempts to claim the position in the 
state or the church they believed were entitled to, or else perhaps by the intense and 
deep memory of the famine and lack of food in Constantinople around 1305. In any 
case, on many occasions KARPOZILOS and FATOUROS convincingly point out the 
sometimes hyperbolic, sometimes humoristic approach of Hyrtakenos towards his 
problems. The consequence of this observation is that we are well placed to think 
that with his letters, the epistolographer does not satisfy his need for petitions, but 
on the contrary, that he expresses in a cautious way his disappointment that he is 
not rewarded for his work and his knowledge as he would have wanted to. 

In the next chapter (The Manuscript, pp. 27-33), the scholars describe the codex 
unicus which transmits the letters and other works of Theodoros Hyrtakenos. 
This is the Parisinus graecus 1209, a parchment codex of the fourteenth (and not 
thirteenth) century, consisting of 164 pages. In the manuscript, two scribes can be 
recognized. Errors of transcription seem to be very few, while there are important 
philological notes in the margin. This fact suggests that the codex originated in the 
"milieu" and the circle of Hyrtakenos. The order in which the works are transmitted 
15 not, as is noted, chronological, but seems to follow an arrangement according to 
genre, since the texts of hagiographical or theological character are to be found at 
the beginning, followed by the rhetorical works and the 93 letters. 

The following chapter (Prosopography, pp. 35-63), preceding the critical edition, 
is very useful for readers and scholars. It presents in a concise manner the addres- 
sees of Hyrtakenos' letters in alphabetical order. There are altogether 29 persons, 
among which are students of the letter writer and prominent figures and officials of 
the empire. Names that stand out are Nikephoros Metochites, Nikephoros Choumnos, 
Konstantinos Loukites, the emperor Andronikos II Palaiologos (with 16 letters) and 
the megas logothetes Theodoros Metochites, recipient of 21 letters (the highest total) 
of Theodoros Hyrtakenos. The bibliographical references the editors offer for all 
these persons are concise, but extremely useful for anyone who desires to have a 
brief introductory bibliographical update. 


6 H. OMONT, /nventaire sommaire des manuscrits grecs de la Bibliothéque Nationale, vol. 1, 
Paris, 1886, p. 266. 
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The edition of the 93 letters of Hyrtakenos is the main part of this study and also 
the longest (Text and Translation, pp. 68-315). The exemplary edition is accompa- 
nied by a useful critical apparatus and a source apparatus. The excellent English trans- 
lation is very successful and accurate in rendering the thoughts and ideas of the epis- 
tolographer. This reflects the familiarity of the editors with the stylistic wealth of 
Theodoros Hyrtakenos and with the epistolography of the whole Palaeologan period. 

In the chapter that follows (Commentary, pp. 317-358), the editors discuss 
selected passages from each letter. These passages are few, but are nevertheless 
important and necessary for a better understanding of the texts, and also show the 
need for a broader study of the language and rhetorical character of the letters of 
Hyrtakenos. 

In any case, the text is presently available to the scholarly world in its best pos- 
sible form. Of course, if it were edited in another series of editions of Byzantine 
texts guaranteeing the best possible standards, this would have contributed to a more 
attractive presentation of the texts (both structurally and typographically) and to a 
wider dissemination, which would have been desirable for scientific studies of this 
level of excellence. However this may be, future research will be able to exploit to 
the full the positive elements of the present critical edition, so that all aspects of 
Hyrtakenos' letter collection can be studied in depth, such as the prosopographical 
information to be found in it, the arrangement of the letters, the forms of address of 
the recipients, the use of allusions by the epistolographer, and the details concerning 
the language of the texts (index graecitatis). 

The study concludes with indices that are from every viewpoint necessary and 
useful (Indices, pp. 359-400): of proper names, terms, and vocabulary, sources, par- 
allel passages, and incipits. 

In conclusion, the book is undoubtedly an important aid and tool for the study of 
the history and the mentality of the first century of the Palaeologan era. The historic, 
literary and prosopographical information about the Palaeologan Renaissance that it 
provides are particularly interesting, in a way that makes the book a useful aid not 
only for the scientific world and those interested in the Byzantine studies, but also 
for students and young researchers in general. 

I. TAXIDIS 


A. LAMPADARIDI, La conversion de Gaza au christianisme. La Vie de S. Porphyre de 
Gaza par Marc le Diacre (BHG 1570) (Subsidia hagiographica, 95), Bruxelles, 
Société des Bollandistes, 2016, VI + 292 pages. ISBN 978-2-87365-032-2. 


The present volume is the result of A. LAMPADARIDI's doctoral research at Paris IV 
University, under the guidance of B. Flusin and V. Déroche. Even though the debt 
to previous studies by H. Grégoire and P. Peeters is openly acknowledged in the 
avant-propos, this critical edition, accompanied by a French translation and a com- 
mentary, “vise à fournir une base plus solide pour l'étude d'un texte qui n'a cessé 
de susciter le débat depuis plusieurs siècles” (p. V). The Life of Porphyry of Gaza 
15, indeed, a work meant to be discussed. Its interest lies in particular in the chron- 
icle of the conversion of a Late Antique city (as the title of LAMPADARIDI's edition 
aptly highlights) and, thus, in the religiously oriented representation of its dying 
paganism. In recent decades, the Life's value as a historical source was at the core of 
a debate involving scholars such as R. MacMullen, A. Cameron, F. R. Trombley, 
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G. Sfameni Gasparro, and T. D. Barnes and featuring extremely different positions 
(for a detailed summary of this discussion, see R. TEJA, La Vida de Porfirio de 
Gaza de Marco el Diácono: ; Hagiografía histórica o invención hagiográfica? , in 
P. BLAUDEAU and P. VAN NUFFELEN (eds.), L’historiographie tardo-antique et la 
transmission des savoirs, Berlin-Boston, 2015, pp. 145-151). LAMPADARIDI’s intro- 
duction has the merit of immediately delineating the main questions. Her position 
is clear: the author of the Life cannot be a faithful disciple of Porphyry and his role 
as eyewitness is nothing more than a pretense which serves to lend credibility to 
the whole narrative. The paragraph concerning the author is followed by a discussion 
of the main theories on the dating of the Life (recently questioned by T. D. BARNES, 
Early Christian Hagiography and Roman History, 2" edition, Tübingen, 2016, pp. 260- 
283, who unfortunately ignored LAMPADARIDI's work) and by a section aimed at better 
inserting the account in its historical framework. LAMPADARIDI describes the toile de 
fond of the hagiography, reconstructs the enigmatic life of its protagonist on the 
basis of the few extant sources, matches the events narrated with the year in which 
they took place, investigates the real fate of the Marneion in light of what is 
recounted in the βίος. Her interest in the contrasts between Gaza and Maiuma 
allows the reader to never lose sight of the biographer's true purpose, namely to 
dignify the city of the bishop Porphyry. As in any self-respecting critical edition, 
the introduction then turns to philological aspects. The manuscripts are accurately 
described and classified, and particular attention is devoted to I, whose two frag- 
ments, unknown either to H. Delehaye and to the previous editors, H. Grégoire and 
M.-A. Kugener, reflect another state of the text, slightly longer than the one attested 
in the rest of the tradition. LAMPADARIDI prefers not to trace any stemma codicum, 
but only questions the opinions of the previous editors. A further paragraph high- 
lights the peculiarities of the language in which the Life is written, focusing on 
lexical, morphological, and syntactical aspects. In this preliminary phase, LAMPA- 
DARIDI shows an extremely scientifically honest approach, providing the reader with 
the means to understand and, if (s)he wishes, to call into question her work right 
from the start. Moreover, the continuous alternation (and, sometimes, fusion) of 
philological and historical elements stresses the limits of any partial view: a rigor- 
ous analysis of the text must take into account different perspectives. Before pro- 
ceeding to the core of the book, there is some space for the other versions of the 
Life, namely two abrégés, a Georgian, and a Slavonic version, whose relationship 
with the Greek one is highly debated. Finally, LAMPADARIDI adds some brief notes 
on the cult of Saint Porphyry and a useful list of the principal editions and modern 
translations of the Life. 

LAMPADARIDI cares about establishing a continuity with the work of H. Grégoire 
and M.-A. Kugener, facilitating the reader in noticing similarities and differences 
between the two editions, which are often reported in footnotes. In particular, since 
she maintains the same division in chapters, it is possible to easily work on the text, 
synoptically consulting both editions, translations, and commentaries. Differently 
from the previous editors, LAMPADARIDI opts for a double apparatus: the references 
to ancient literary sources are here more numerous and the choice of reporting them 
below the translation has undoubtedly the merit of establishing an immediately 
noticeable relationship between the different texts. The critical apparatus is substan- 
tially a negative one, but there is no ambiguity, since LAMPADARIDI specifies from 
time to time the witnesses taken into account. Unfortunately, she does not discuss 
her choices in the final commentary and does not always justify them in the critical 
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apparatus: for example, LAMPADARIDI’s choice at par. 46.4 (p. 126), where βούλεσθαι 
(the form attested in manuscripts H, B, and V and already rejected by the previous 
editors in favor of βούλησθε, which appears in the margin of V) is corrected into 
βούλεσθε, would probably deserve further comment. Nonetheless, this is not the 
norm, as can be noticed at par. 37.5 (p. 116), where, in reference to the word 
ἀρχιεπίσκοπον, she declares to follow the criterion of usus scribendi, or at parr. 1.6 
(p. 74) and 3.6 (p. 76), where she explicitly refers to the preface to Theodoret’s 
Religious History, which, as demonstrated by H. Grégoire and M.-A. Kugener, was 
a major source for the Life. LAMPADARIDI's translation is clear and original, thus 
providing the scholar with a very useful tool to approach this hagiography (and the 
same could be said for the brief summaries of each chapter placed at the beginning 
of the introduction for ease of consultation). According to the final section of the 
introduction, the critical edition by H. Grégoire and M.-A. Kugener "suscita à son 
tour maintes traductions" (p. 69). Even though LAMPADARIDI's work does not seem 
intended to do the same, it is to be hoped that the present volume will not only 
encourage new studies on the Life of Porphyry, but also a new Italian translation, 
this time with a well-documented commentary, and (why not?) a complete English 
translation by Claudia RAPP, who already produced a partial one (Claudia RAPP, 
Mark the Deacon, Life of Saint Porphyry of Gaza. Translation and introduction, in 
Th. Head (ed.), Medieval Hagiography: An Anthology, New York-London, 2000, 
pp. 53-75). 

LAMPADARIDI's commentary is agile, but exhaustive. Once more, her purpose is 
to provide a full historical contextualization for the events. A βίος which is so 
related to the city of Constantinople and to the imperial court cannot do without an 
accurate description of its "political" framework and, thus, numerous notes are 
aimed to clarify the role and functions of the authorities mentioned by the hagio- 
grapher (see, among others, the entry concerning the defensor civitatis at p. 198, n. 45). 
This socio-historical interest is mirrored also in LAMPADARIDI's attention to religious 
and cultural traditions (cf. her observations on the oral exposition of the Credo at 
p. 217, n. 124, or on the role of Deaconesses at p. 232, n. 207) and in her accurate 
analysis of everyday details (such as, for example, the quantities of money men- 
tioned in chapt. 54, whose value in solidi is given at p. 215, n. 113). ΑΙ this con- 
tributes to a rigorous historical investigation of the hagiographical source: even 
though she takes the information offered by the Life of Porphyry with a grain of salt 
(cf. her skeptical approach to the list of Gazean temples reported by the hagio- 
grapher: “La liste fournie par Marc énumére les temples qui doivent étre rasés. 
Confectionnée par un hagiographe, elle est sujette à caution" [p. 218, n. 128]), 
LAMPADARIDI discusses passages which may be used as a historical source (see, for 
example, her reflections on the “dédoublement du sacrum cubiculum" at pp. 205- 
206, n. 72). Her commentary is enriched by copious references to an updated biblio- 
graphy. Nonetheless, LAMPADARIDI critically consults her predecessors’ work and 
often calls previous studies into question (cf., among others, p. 191, n. 13, where 
she discusses the theories of M. vAN ESBROECK on the relationship between Porphyry 
and John of Jerusalem). Among the final indexes, in addition to the canonical index 
biblicus, LAMPADARIDI provides a useful and rich index Graecitatis, which shows 
once again her interest in the linguistic aspects of the Life. An index of manuscripts 
eases the consultation by the philologist, thus encouraging a critical analysis of 
LAMPADARIDI's work. Finally, this series of indexes ends with an index of proper 
names which, though being a useful research tool, could probably more conveniently 
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be divided into two different sections, thus separating places and characters men- 
tioned in the Life from names quoted in the introduction and in the commentary. 
Overall, the present volume fulfils the need for a new commented edition of the 
Life of Porphyry of Gaza taking account of the rich debate which surrounded this 
work in recent decades. But updating is not its only merit. LAMPADARIDI developed 
an original historico-philological analysis meant to complement previous studies and 
to become a useful point of departure for further research either on the Life and, 
more generally, on the Christianization of Late Antique cities. I think this courageous 
contribution truly deserves such a bright future. 
F. PETORELLA 


Magdalena SKOBLAR, Figural Sculpture in Eleventh-Century Dalmatia and Croatia. 
Patronage, Architectural Context, History, Routledge, Londres et New York, 
2017, XVIII -- 222 pages; illustré. ISBN 978-1-47-246603-7. 


The book Figural Sculpture in Eleventh-Century Dalmatia and Croatia by Mag- 
dalena SKOBLAR, a revised version of the author's PhD thesis, deals with the corpus 
of eleventh-century figural sculpture that was once part of the elaborate chancel 
screens in medieval Croatia and Dalmatia. This geographical territory, due to its 
position between the Latin West — Holy Roman Empire, Republic of Venice, King- 
dom of Hungary -- and the Byzantine Empire in the East, was subject to multiple 
political and artistic influences. Earlier scholars outside of the Croatian academic 
community and less familiar with its complex history and rich cultural production, 
have portrayed this area as a borderland between the above-mentioned powers, char- 
acterizing its artistic production as peripheral, or not paying much attention to it. 

Such conclusions in the international academic community proceed from the 
absence of a comprehensive study which systematically analyzes the visual produc- 
tion in the different contexts in which it emerged, available in languages other than 
Croatian. While the book emphasizes several times that this is the first book that 
introduces this material to the English-speaking academic community, it should be 
noted that during the last few decades, Croatian scholarship has already introduced 
some of this material to the international scene, but in scattered publications. This 
study introduces the vast existing scholarship in Croatian, which due to the language 
barrier was before now unavailable to researchers of early medieval sculpture. The 
most significant contribution of the present book is that this previously marginalized 
artistic production is made available for a comparative study to established French, 
Italian and Spanish examples of the 11" century. The author brings all this mate- 
rial together and argues that the artistic production of the sculptural iconographic 
programs was influenced by the liminal political position of Dalmatia and Croatia. 
She differentiates between western and eastern influences, and points out the local 
specificity of the representations in this fluid political context. Of important note is 
the fact that while the artistic features of these examples can be compared to their 
contemporary European counterparts, the context of their production differed. The author 
observes how unlike the mentioned European production, which was mainly based 
on monastic and cathedral patronage, the Croatian and Dalmatian examples arose 
from royal and private patronage. 

The book is organized around five chapters focusing on different sculptural ele- 
ments, arising from different political and geographical entities and the contexts in 
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which they were commissioned, posing various research questions. The first two 
chapters deal with narrative depictions on the chancel screens from the churches of 
St Dominica and St Lawrence in Zadar, which together with similar examples from 
Aquileia and Grado, represent the only narrative chancel screens surviving from the 
Early Middle Ages. The uniqueness of these representations demonstrates the need 
for the re-evaluation of the position of these examples in scholarship and the very 
genesis of European early medieval figural sculpture. The important contribution of 
these two chapters is to highlight the role of local elites as the commissioners. In the 
first chapter Urban oligarchs: Panels and patronage in the church of the Holy 
Dominica at Zadar (pp. 12-45), the author outlines the complex political contexts 
in the city of Zadar. The author identifies the different artistic influences for the 
narrative program in the Santa Dominica church, showing how some of the eastern 
iconographic models present in Zadar were primarily adopted through Western 
sources. SKOBLAR makes here an important contribution by describing in detail the 
commissionership by the influential Madii family of the Santa Dominica church 
together with the liturgical furnishings, which was only hinted at in previous schol- 
arship. The author surmises that the family's close connection with both the Byzan- 
tine court and the ruling dynasties of the Kingdom of Croatia impacted the sculptural 
program. 

In the second chapter The church of St. Lawrence and the platea communis at 
Zadar (pp. 46-82), SKOBLAR connects the iconographic program in the church of 
Saint Lawrence with the church's function — the location of the mayor's decision. 
Having established this context, the author proposes a new reading of the iconogra- 
phy, where mostly western influences prevail. She focuses on the preserved chancel 
screen panel with the narrative scene of the Infancy of Christ, in correlation with 
the preserved figural sculpture on the capitals and the portal, together with the non- 
figural sculpture in the church. These first two chapters constitute the strongest 
points of the book because together they present a micro-study of the political and 
cultural context of Zadar in the second half of the 11" century. The author constructs 
a compelling argument through her comparative analysis of two objects of the same 
function: the panels from St Dominica and St Lawrence, decorated with the same 
iconographic motives, but diverse in their arrangements and models. 

The third and fourth chapters observe the emergence of figural sculpture in the 
Kingdom of Croatia, in the church of St Mary in Biskupija and Sts Peter and Moses 
in Solin, both royal commissions. Once more, the author demonstrates how the 
different political influences in this border area are visible in the artistic representa- 
tions. In the third chapter Royal patronage in the church of St. Mary at Biskupija 
(pp. 83-117), the gable of the chancel screen with the representation of the Virgin 
Mary in the orans position is in focus. By using an interdisciplinary approach, the 
author elaborates on the already noted Byzantine influence in its execution but also 
proposes some Byzantine luxury objects as a model. Previous scholarship argued 
for the possibility of painted icons being used as a model, while SKOBLAR proposes 
seals or enamels. In the epigraphy however, she finds western influence. Additionally, 
other elements of figural sculpture from the site — fragments of a stone crucifix and 
perforated panel — are brought forward to demonstrate that the patrons chose the 
models from Byzantium and northern Italy to emphasize the protective role of the 
Virgin. 

The fourth chapter The rule of the law: The church of SS Peter and Moses at 
Solin (pp. 118-154) continues with the analysis of royal foundations, focusing on 
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the panels from the church of Sts Peter and Moses, which were later transferred to 
Split and reused as a part of a baptismal font. The chapter's main section is devoted 
to the analysis of the relief with the “depiction of the enthroned ruler" and the 
subject that prostrates himself front of the throne, in a Byzantine posture of prosky- 
nesis. The relief itself is one of the most discussed topics in the Croatian medieval 
historiography, due to the premise that it represents one of the Croatian kings. The 
denomination of the figures and the question about which scene exactly it depicts 
have been the subject of many studies. While previous scholarship has mostly opted 
for the hypothesis that the scene is depicting the Byzantine act of proskynesis or 
prostratia, SKOBLAR gives her contribution to the ongoing debate, proposing that it 
depicts the King Zvonimir, who was crowned in the church of Sts Peter and Moses, 
as the legislator in the act of the of issuing a royal decree or pardon. Importantly, by 
analyzing the elements of the relief such as the crown and the type of royal seat, the 
author points to contemporary Ottonian visual models, giving a new contribution to 
this highly debated topic. 

In these two chapters the author points out another important element for further 
research — the influence of Hungary through which the Western, but also Eastern 
iconographic models could have come, often neglected in the comparative analysis 
of Croatian sculptural production of the 11" century. It is important for scholars to 
keep in mind the marital linkages between the Croatian and Hungarian ruling dynas- 
ties — Zvonimir married Helen the Fair, the sister of the Hungarian Kings Geza and 
Ladislas — and the fact that Hungary was also a part of the same cultural sphere 
under combined Western and Byzantine influence. 

The last chapter Regina and her screen: The church of St. Michael on the island 
of Kolocep moves the narrative far from the center of the Croatian kingdom, to the 
island of Koloëep in the vicinity of Dubrovnik and the chancel screen of the church 
of Saint Michael. The focus is on a gable with a relief of Saint Michael and the 
partially preserved inscription with the words SOROR and REGINA, which has led 
previous scholars to identify the commissioner as King Zvonimir's wife, Queen 
Helen. However, SKOBLAR disintegrates this argument starting with the inconsistency 
of the royal patronage on the island which was not part of the Kingdom of Croatia 
then, and furthermore not even included in its border sphere of influence as it 
belonged to Dubrovnik, i.e. to the Byzantine empire. So, the supposed royal 
patronage undertaken as an expression of political support for the archbishop of 
Split in his conflict with the archbishop of Ragusa, as has been suggested in earlier 
scholarship, is not possible. Instead, SKOBLAR focuses on the contextualization of 
the political situation in the Dubrovnik region, turning to the primary sources in 
order to identify a possible commissioner — the sister of a local dignitary named 
Regina. Identifying the word regina as personal name, the author refutes the theory 
which connected the patronage over the church with the Croatian ruling dynasty. 

As the author points out, in this book, she decided to move beyond pure stylistic 
analysis and to observe the artistic production in its wider cultural milieu by impos- 
ing an interdisciplinary approach on the material. This methodological approach is 
the strongest contribution of the book, whereby the author brings new conclusions 
about the architectural accommodation of figural sculptures, their purpose, icono- 
graphic models and interpretations based on the textual sources, together with detailed 
political and historical circumstances that contributed to the creation of these primarily 
liturgical and artistic works. Her work does represent a shift from some established 
practices in Croatian scholarship. 
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However, in several places in the book, the author implies that previous Croatian 
and Italian scholarship which dealt with these examples, and on which she is build- 
ing her arguments and refutations, was mostly based on the Morelian legacy, and 
that it focused exclusively on the stylistic characteristics of the reliefs. While it is 
true that such an extensive interdisciplinary approach has not been applied before, 
it would be wrong to claim that previous scholarship did not try to read these works 
in the historical context in which they functioned, especially among younger gener- 
ations of researchers. The focus on stylistic characteristics in earlier publications 
was certainly caused by a lack of attention to written sources, but also due to the 
lack of research on comparative European material and its availability to Croatian 
scholars. 

Furthermore, the author does not clearly point out that the "flaws" in previous 
approaches were not only the result of local scholars who were not familiar with 
modern scholarly trends, but the reflection of the state of the discipline in the given 
period, local and global. The same should be kept in mind when stating that “early 
excavations (in Biskupija)... were conducted without the supervision of trained 
archaeologist” (p. 8). These excavations were done at the beginning of the 20" 
century when the discipline itself was still developing. 

The novelty of this book is not so much that it positions this artistic production 
between the Latin West and the Byzantine Empire, but rather that it describes in 
detail the political networks which influence this production. Furthermore, this work 
should be seen also as a contribution to a long and still open debate in Croatian 
scholarship on the question of Adrio-Byzantinism — the Byzantine cultural and 
political influence on the region. This term, because it has very often been misused, 
has of late been neglected in scholarship, or even immediately discarded as a scholarly 
term, but could perhaps be applied with care to such a study. 

While originally used for the artistic and architectural production of the Justini- 
anic period, over time Adrio-Byzantinism was redefined, and started to be used for 
artistic production of the later period (See Igor Fisković on the 11"-century frescoes 
in Dubrovnik).! However, it would be wrong to see the term as the definition of a 
style, but rather as the cultural production which is an expression of the broader 
context of the economic, political and the cultural exchange. Keeping in mind that 
these exchanges were not only due to direct influence from Byzantium, but also 
through the reception of Byzantine models in the West, primarily Venice, which 
were only then transmitted to Croatia and Dalmatia. See discussions by M. Prelog, 
Z. Rapanié, T. Marasovié, M. Jurkovié.? 

Since recent tendencies in the Croatian scholarship have moved the chronological 
span of the Byzantine political influence in the Adriatic to the end of the 11' century 
by focusing primarily on fresco painting and architecture, the author could have 
reflected upon these interpretations, and positioned her research within the context 


! 1. Fisković, Un contributo al riconoscimento degli affreschi ‘Adriobizantini’ sulla sponda 
croata meridionale, in Hortus artium medievalium: journal of the International Research Center 
for Late Antiquity and Middle Ages, 4 (1998), pp. 71-83. 

? M. PRELOG, “Medurazdoblje” (305-1105.g.) i bizantski faktor u umjetnosti istočne obale 
Jadrana, in Djela, 2 (1994), pp. 83-106; Z. RAPANIC, Ima li dvojbe oko termina 'adriobizan- 
tizam' ?, in Zbornik Tomislava Marasovića, Split, 2002, pp. 171-82; M. JURKOVIĆ, «Spomenici 
nepotpune biografije». Skice za teorijska promišljanja ranosrednjovjekovne umjetnosti, in 
Munuscula in honorem Željko Rapanić, Zagreb, 2012, pp. 259-71. 
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of the development of the ideas of the Byzantine influence in contemporary Croatian 
scholarship which primarily dealt with the fragments SKOBLAR is analyzing in the 
book. 

A more detailed review of the genesis of these sculptural representations in 
Croatian historiography, would only further enrich this already important study. 
With this study, the author elaborates what was only hinted by previous researchers 
— that the territory of present-day Croatia, especially the Eastern Adriatic Coast, due 
to its bordering positioning, was part of a complex and mixed cultural sphere. The 
region thus embodies a multitude of different artistic influences — from the Byzan- 
tine Empire, Holy Roman Empire, Venice, and the Hungarian Kingdom, not only 
through direct contact, but also through the secondary channels of other bordering 
entities. 

I believe that for a better understanding of the achievements of this book, espe- 
cially because it is intended for the English-speaking audience which was heretofore 
unfamiliar with these high-quality artworks, unrepresented in the vast reviews of the 
early-medieval and early-Romanesque European sculpture, a chapter on relevant 
Croatian and Italian literature, would simply enrich the arguments that the author is 
proposing. Such a literature review would only highlight her contributions to this 
delicate and popular question. It would also have been helpful for readers who are 
not familiar with the cultural achievements of this area to present the sculptural 
production of the 11th century within the larger framework of the genesis of sculp- 
tural production on the eastern Adriatic coast, identifying the production before, as 
well as afterwards (which is brought up briefly in the conclusion). Highlighting the 
region's history as a peripheral space of great powers does not necessarily imply a 
negative meaning and merely reflects centuries of diverse influences on this area, which 
was true then, as it is today. Moreover, as SKOBLAR points out in her book, it was a 
dynamic area of trading, cultural and artistic exchange, conditioned by the medieval 
highway - the Adriatic Sea. 

Therefore, I hope that this study will serve as a model for studying other under- 
represented sculptures from the region, applying an interdisciplinary approach, set- 
ting a wide range of research questions, as well as observing certain visual arts 
through the prism of the local and then the global political context and influence. 

Since the author disintegrates many accepted theories in Croatian scholarship, it 
can be expected that this book will once more open the discussion on the question 
of Byzantine influence in the Adriatic and inspire the re-evaluation of the cultural 
production of the period in light of the new conclusions that the author brings. 

Ines Ivi 
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A. ARJAVA, J. FRÓSÉN, et 1. KAIMIO, The Petra Papyri V, Amman, American Center 
of Oriental Research, 2018, 338 pages. ISBN 9789957854379. 


Comparés aux centaines de milliers de papyrus découverts en Égypte, ceux prove- 
nant d'autres contrées du bassin méditerranéen sont bien peu nombreux : les rouleaux 
littéraires d'Herculanum, les papyrus de Doura-Europos, en Syrie, ceux de Nessana, 
en Palestine, le célébre papyrus carbonisé de Derveni et ceux récemment découverts 
à Vergina (Gréce) sont les plus connus. À ceux-ci s'ajoutent les papyrus carbonisés 
de Pétra (P.Petra), découverts en 1994 dans une église de l'ancienne cité nabatéenne 
(actuelle Jordanie) et datés entre l'an 529 et l'an 593 de notre ére. Le présent ouvrage 
constitue le cinquiéme et dernier volume d'édition des papyrus, aprés les volumes I 
(2002), III (2007), IV (2011) et II (2013) et offre la réédition de deux piéces (48 et 
49) et l’editio princeps de quarante documents (50-87 ; 81 est subdivisé en trois docu- 
ments, A, B et C). L'ouvrage s'ouvre sur une préface par Barbara A. PORTER, directrice 
des fouilles de Pétra organisées par l'American Center of Oriental Research d'Amman 
(pp. vii-viii) et un préambule (Foreword) par les trois éditeurs du volume, A. ARJAVA, 
J. FRÖSEN et J. KAIMIO (pp. ix-x), suivis par une revue bibliographique sur les papyrus 
de Pétra entre 2011 et 2017 (pp. xi-xii) et la bibliographie et les abréviations utilisées 
dans ce volume (pp. xiii-xix) mises au point par M. BUCHHOLZ, la liste des corrigenda 
aux éditions parues dans les quatre premiers volumes (P.Petra I-IV) par A. ARJAVA 
(pp. xx-xxi) et une double concordance des P.Petra I-V, par numéro de publication et 
par numéro d'inventaire (pp. xxii-xxiii), établie par M. BUCHHOLZ. 

L'introduction est divisée en quatre parties, qui constituent chacune un essai sur 
un aspect prosopographique, linguistique ou chronologique des papyrus de Pétra 
dans leur ensemble. Dans People of Petra (pp. 1-7), A. ARJAVA propose une étude 
prosopographique des personnages apparaissant dans les papyrus de Pétra. Le per- 
sonnage central, probablement le propriétaire de cette archive, est le diacre Théodóros, 
fils d'Obodianos, né entre 512 et 514 et décédé probablement dans les années 580. 
Les papyrus nous apprennent qu'il appartenait à une famille aisée de propriétaires 
terriens de la région, qu'il épousa sa cousine Stephanous vers 537, qu'il vécut à 
Gaza en 538 et à Saqada, au sud de Pétra, dans les années 560 ou 570, oü il possédait 
des terres. D'autres personnages apparaissent également dans cette archive, tel un 
certain Patrikios, fils de Diphilos, et Patrikios, fils d'Ailianos, qui fut comte (comes) 
dans les années 540. De nombreux autres personnages sont liés à l'église (prétres, 
supérieurs, évéques), à l'armée ou sont esclaves. 

Une étude de The Greek of the Petra Papyri est menée par M. VIERROS (pp. 8-34), 
qui s'attache d'abord à identifier trois groupes de scripteurs, selon leur maitrise 
de l'écriture et le type de document qu'ils rédigent. L'étude linguistique qui suit 
porte sur la phonologie, notamment les variantes orthographiques attestées pour 
les phonémes vocaliques, ainsi que des phénoménes affectant les consonnes (fausse 
aspiration, assimilation des nasales, gémination), la morphologie (utilisation du datif 
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et des prépositions) et la syntaxe (constructions avec l'optatif ou le subjonctif, uti- 
lisation du parfait et du futur). Une analyse spécifique est réservée au discours direct 
de l’arbitrage P.Petra IV 39, daté de 574. Le multilinguisme de Pétra est également 
étudié : bien que la langue maternelle des locaux füt l'arabe ou l'araméen, le grec 
était bien maitrisé par une large part de la société et l'on décéle également quelques 
traces de connaissance du latin. Des tableaux répertoriant les données paléographiques 
et linguistiques analysées concluent la contribution. 

L'analyse des toponymes et anthroponymes arabes attestés dans les papyrus de 
Pétra par A.M. AL-JALLAD (pp. 35-55) fournit un intéressant cadre phonologique de 
l'arabe avant la conquéte islamique. L'auteur analyse la phonologie, ainsi que les 
éléments de morphologie de l'arabe que l'on peut extraire du corpus. Une analyse 
spécifique est consacrée ensuite aux toponymes de 62, particuliérement riche de ce 
point de vue, et une liste des toponymes sémitiques attestés dans tous les autres papy- 
rus de Pétra est fournie. La partie introductive du volume se conclut par un tableau 
synoptique des différents systémes chronologiques et des P.Petra datés (pp. 56-58). 

L'édition des documents suit (pp. 59-294). Pour chaque texte édité, les éditeurs 
fournissent une description physique du document, le plus souvent un rouleau écrit 
transversa charta, un résumé du contenu, une transcription critique suivie d'une 
traduction anglaise et un commentaire ad lineam, où sont régulièrement cités les 
papyrus des archives de Dioscore d'Aphrodité (Moyenne-Égypte), contemporains 
de ceux de Pétra. L'identification de plusieurs textes, parfois écrits sur un méme 
rouleau, et la reconstruction de ces derniers, sont rendues particulierement difficiles 
par l'état extrémement fragmentaire des papyrus. À la suite d'un nouvel examen des 
originaux par les éditeurs, les documents 48 et 49, déjà publiés dans P.Petra IV, et 
qui contiennent probablement plusieurs textes liés à des questions ecclésiastiques 
datés entre 551 et 564, sont réédités. Les autres textes du recueil sont publiés pour 
la première fois. À côté de documents dont l'état extrêmement fragmentaire empêche 
d’en identifier la nature (54, 56, 63, écrits au recto de 62, 67, les trois documents 
81A-C, 86 et 87), plusieurs textes concernent des questions fiscales (par exemple 
65-66, 68) ou sont liés à la gestion de terrains (50, 51, 59 et 61). 50 concerne un 
échange de terrains daté de 528/529 et est le plus ancien document de Pétra daté. 
De datation incertaine (528, 543, 558 ou 573), 51 est un bail emphytéotique, une 
typologie de document attestée trés rarement en Égypte. Rouleau à déroulement 
horizontal de plus de 4 métres de long, 55 (573 ?) contient une donation mortis 
causa au nom d'Obodianos, fils d'Obodianos, dont quelques passages sont rédigés 
en latin. Documents de nature difficile à identifier, 57 et 58 sont toutefois clairement 
relatifs à des esclaves. La lettre officielle 60 est un cas rare oü un haut magistrat 
s'adresse directement à un particulier, ici Theodóros, fils d'Obodianos. La demande 
de transfert de taxes 65, peut-étre datée de 543, a la particularité de préserver la 
souscription du fonctionnaire qui regoit la demande. Le contrat 71 couvre le recto 
d'un rouleau écrit transversa charta, tandis que le verso contient trois documents 
non identifiés (72). 74 est une liste de vétements. 83 et 85 portent sur les comptes 
d'une église, probablement l'église Sainte-Marie de Pétra, dont Théodóros était 
diacre, puis archidiacre. Quelques menus fragments sont transcrits aux pp. 295-300. 
Le volume se conclut par les index aux cinq volumes de P. Petra et par 160 planches. 

Concluant la série des P.Petra moins de vingt-cinq ans aprés leur découverte, 
l'ouvrage ne manquera pas d'intéresser, non seulement les papyrologues, mais tous 
ceux qui s' intéressent à l'Antiquité tardive, notamment dans ses aspects administra- 
tifs et fiscaux, ainsi que les arabisants. 

N. CARLIG 
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A. RHOBY, nach Vorarbeiten von R. STEFEC, Ausgewählte byzantinische Epigramme 
in illuminierten Handschriften. Verse und ihre “inschriftliche” Verwendung in 
Codices des 9. bis 15. Jahrhunderts (Byzantinische Epigramme in inschriftlicher 
Überlieferung, Band 4), Wien, 2018. 850 pp., dont CLXIX + 129 illustrations. 
ISBN 978-3-7001-8104-0. 


De nombreux manuscrits grecs transmettent des paratextes en prose ou versifiés. 
Lorsqu'ils sont en vers, on les désigne généralement sous l'appellation anglaise de 
« book epigrams ». Une équipe de l’Université de Gand, sous la direction du Prof. 
K. Demoen, en a dressé (et tient à jour) une base de données : la DBBE (Database 
of Byzantine Book Epigrams : http://www.dbbe.ugent.be/). Dans le cas oü elles accom- 
pagnent des illustrations, ces piéces peuvent leur servir de légende ; dans d'autres 
cas, elles peuvent avoir elles-mémes un statut similaire. Leur longueur est variable : 
un vers peut suffire, mais l'item désigné sous le n? IT18, pour prendre un exemple 
au hasard, en compte 24. 

Leur forme versifiée n'est pas toujours mise en valeur ; mais dans bon nombre 
de manuscrits, ces piéces ont droit à un traitement calligraphique particulier. Des 
inscriptions gravées sur d'autres types d'objets partagent cette caractéristique. 
La collection Byzantinische Epigramme in inschriftlicher Überlieferung recueille ce 
genre d'épigrammes, sur différents types de support. 

Le présent ouvrage en constitue un catalogue dans les manuscrits grecs enlumi- 
nés, méme si l'enluminure peut se réduire à peu de chose, et si certaines épigrammes 
se trouvent à la fois dans des manuscrits enluminés et dans d'autres qui ne le sont pas. 
Aprés une liste des illustrations (pp. 7-12), une Préface (p. 13) et une liste des sigles 
et abréviations bibliographiques (pp. 15-38), une petite introduction (pp. 39-76) 
instruit l'utilisateur de ce qu'il doit impérativement savoir pour profiter au mieux 
des informations fournies dans le catalogue. 

L'Introduction se répartit en 9 sections : généralités (pp. 39-41) ; structure de la 
présente étude (pp. 41-43) ; le phénoméne historico-culturel que représente le fait de 
produire des illustrations dans des manuscrits avec des vers (pp. 43-45) ; catégorisation 
(pp. 45-55) ; paléographie (pp. 55-66) ; métrique (pp. 66-70) ; langue (pp. 70-71) ; 
auteurs (pp. 71-73) ; interaction entre mot, image et public (pp. 73-76). Certaines 
de ces informations seront plus utiles que d'autres, tels les types d'écritures concernés 
(majuscule épigraphique ; majuscule alexandrine ; majuscule constantinopolitaine ; 
minuscule, etc.), ou les vers utilisés (dodécasyllabes ; hexamétres et distiques élé- 
giaques ; vers de 15 pieds ; etc.). 

Le catalogue proprement dit (pp. 77-526) présente les diverses épigrammes en 
suivant l'ordre alphabétique des noms allemands des pays dans lesquels les manuscrits 
sont conservés. 

Une section fournit ensuite des addenda aux trois volumes précédents de la col- 
lection, consacrés respectivement aux épigrammes transmises sur les fresques et 
mosaiques (vol. 1 ; pp. 529-531) ; sur les icónes et objets issus des arts mineurs 
(vol. 2 ; pp. 532-534) ; sur pierre (vol. 3 ; pp. 534-537). 

Une série d'indices compléte utilement le volume : incipit des épigrammes (pp. 541- 
559) ; ceuvres et auteurs anciens cités (pp. 549-555) ; noms propres grecs (pp. 557-559) ; 
mots grecs particuliers (pp. 561-564) ; index chronologique (p. 565) ; manuscrits 
(pp. 567-573) ; et enfin un index général des noms de personnes et de lieux (pp. 575-577). 

Le mot de la fin est laissé à W. Hórandner (p. 579), puis viennent les trés belles 
illustrations (pp. 581-848) : d'abord en couleurs, numérotées de I à CLXIX, puis en 
noir et blanc, numérotées de 1 à 129. 
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Les épigrammes sont présentées suivant l'ordre alphabétique du pays, puis de la 
ville et de la bibliothéque oü les manuscrits sont conservés. Ensuite vient la cote du 
manuscrit, accompagnée du numéro qu'il a regu dans Diktyon (ces informations sont 
en grasses), et sa datation. Puis l'épigramme -- ou les épigrammes, le cas échéant — 
contenue dans le manuscrit en question est présentée. Chaque épigramme a regu un 
sigle (en grasses), constitué de l'indication « Nr. », suivie de deux ou trois lettres 
du nom du pays, puis d'un numéro d'ordre désignant l'épigramme parmi celles 
repérées dans le pays oü le manuscrit est conservé. Un tel procédé est assurément 
plus simple à utiliser lors de renvois d'une notice à une autre, mais il est peut-étre 
dommage que le nom du manuscrit soit présenté en lettres plus petites que le sigle 
des épigrammes, et surtout que la cote du manuscrit n'apparaisse nulle part dans le 
sigle en question. Ainsi, par exemple, pour savoir dans quel manuscrit se trouve 
l'épigramme Nr. GR99, il faudra passer en revue les pages consacrées aux épi- 
grammes conservées dans les manuscrits enluminés de Gréce ; cette épigramme est 
étudiée aux pp. 271-276, mais il faut remonter jusqu'à la p. 263 avant d'apprendre 
qu'elle se trouve dans le Patmiacus 33 (elle n'est en effet pas la seule dans le cas). 
Cet inconvénient aurait pu étre facilement évité, en indiquant comme titre courant 
d'une des deux pages en miroir la cote du manuscrit, plutót que d'avoir le méme 
titre courant sur les deux pages qui se font face et qui portent, en l'occurrence : 
« Griechenland (Nr. GR99) ». 

Ce détail pratique mis à part, l'ouvrage donne dans une présentation claire, pour 
chaque épigramme, le texte édité avec apparat critique et traduction allemande, et 
parfois un commentaire et une bibliographie plus ou moins développés suivant le 
cas. Les quelques coquilles ou erreurs de détail inévitables dans un ouvrage de ce 
genre n'ótent rien au mérite d’avoir rassemblé ces nombreux textes parfois peu 
visibles dans les publications existantes (auxquelles il pourra toujours étre utile de 
recourir), et d'offrir au lecteur une base de travail étendue pour mieux appréhender 
ce phénomène littéraire marginal. 

Véronique SOMERS 


T. Louaurs, Σύντομη ιστορία της βυζαντινής κοινωνίας (4^ αι.-Ι204). Athènes, Εντός, 
s.d. (2017), 297 pages. ISBN 978-960-614-008-2. 


Une étude trés intéressante émanant d'un des plus éminents byzantinistes grecs : 
il y envisage la société byzantine sous l'angle du matérialisme historique en s'adres- 
sant tant aux spécialistes qu'à un large public. Dans un premier chapitre, l’A. explique 
la dégradation progressive de l'ancien systéme des curies romaines. Ce processus 
social alla de pair avec la décomposition de l'aristocratie provinciale, l'abandon de 
l'exploitation agricole par les esclaves et le développement du colonat qui finalement 
fit disparaitre la petite propriété privée. La propriété fonciére passa ainsi entre les 
mains de la classe sénatoriale, d'un certain nombre de riches et de l'Église qui devint 
ainsi un facteur social incontournable. Or, au cours du VÍ? s. l’on constate un certain 
retour aux réalités sociales du Bas-Empire ainsi qu'au passé romain. L'A. explique 
d'ailleurs la sédition Nika populaire sous cet angle. Ce siécle marque en réalité la fin 
du processus de transformation de la province, oü les villes prirent l'aspect de forte- 
resses, alors que la population occupait la campagne. Au cours du VIF s. l'Empire 
perdra les deux tiers de son ancienne superficie. Malgré ce fait, l'ancienne classe 
sénatoriale ne disparut pas : elle se transforma pour devenir une aristocratie admi- 
nistrative, alors qu'une nouvelle force sociale, — l'armée —, contribua à la montée de 
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la paysannerie libre, favorisée par les empereurs isauriens dans leur lutte contre la 
puissance des monastéres. Or, l'alliance entre l'armée et l'Église mit en question le 
pouvoir impérial au profit d'une nouvelle aristocratie montante de riches et puissants 
propriétaires, qui, malgré les mesures prises par les empereurs macédoniens, finit par 
absorber la petite propriété libre. L'Église contribua aussi à cette transformation car 
les fondations pieuses et les monastères se transformèrent elles aussi en grands pro- 
priétaires. Toutefois cette nouvelle forme de production qui fait penser à la féodalité 
occidentale n'est jamais devenue un vrai systeme social. Cela explique pourquoi 
l'Empire ne put pas faire face à l'Occident féodalisé, qui en 1204 mit fin à l'Empire 
romain progressivement transformé en État médiéval. 
P. Y ANNOPOULOS 


Ρυζάντιο, Ιστορία και πολιτισμός. Ερευνητικά πορίσματα. IV* vol. : Βυζαντινές παράμετροι 
του σήμερα, éd. par T. K. Louaurs et Despina LAMPADA, Athènes, Ηρόδοτος, 
2017, 562 pages. ISBN IV? vol. : 978-960-485-081-5 ; set : 978-960-485-077-8. 


Ce nouveau volume collectif sous le titre général Βυζάντιο s'intéresse à la fois à 
certains aspects de l'influence byzantine encore visibles, et aux sciences auxiliaires 
permettant l'exploitation de sources mineures, mais non moins importantes pour 
l'étude de l'histoire byzantine. Le volume contient 17 études en grec, dont la pre- 
mière, par A. KALDELLIS, a pour titre L’hellénisme et Byzance (p. 17-24) ; elle abou- 
tit à la conclusion plutót banale que malgré les écrits de certains chercheurs grecs, 
Byzance était un Empire multinational. L'étude suivante, Les termes « nation » ef 
« peuple » dans les sources byzantines (p. 25-32) de Théodora PAPADOPOULOU, 
montre, aprés l'analyse du contexte textuel de ces deux termes, que ces mots 
n'avaient pas une portée nationale à l'époque byzantine, mais désignaient des 
groupes de populations ayant des caractéristiques communes. T. LOUGHIS est l'auteur 
de la troisieme étude ayant pour objet L'idéologie politique et les principes diachro- 
niques de la diplomatie byzantine (p. 33-51). Vu que l’A. est un spécialiste en 
matière de diplomatie byzantine, il est intéressant de suivre son exposé sur l'évolu- 
tion de la diplomatie impériale qui en réalité n'est qu'un reflet de l'évolution de 
l'Empire et du pouvoir impérial. Ainsi, Constantin XI, l'empereur des Romains qui 
recevait les ambassadeurs des rois barbares à qui il distribuait des titres et des 
cadeaux, diligenta Georges Sfranzés en 1448 auprés du sultan Mourat II afin d'étre 
reconnu par ce dernier comme empereur. Héléne GIANNAKOPOULOU signe l'étude 
suivante portant sur Le patriarcat de Constantinople, 381-1204 (p. 53-71). Il s'agit 
d'une analyse fouillée relative aux décisions canoniques des synodes cecuméniques 
touchant à L'Église de Constantinople. Celle-ci, portée à l'origine par un simple 
évéque, s'éleva et devint le patriarcat dominant de l'Orient chrétien. L'étude de 
S. EFTHYMIADIS, Essai introductif à l'hagiologie byzantine (p. 73-90), comme son titre 
l'indique, est un survol de la production hagiographique byzantine. Selon l'auteur, 
jusqu'au VIF s., cette production fit partie de la littérature patristique de l'Antiquité 
tardive et connut son âge d'or du VIII" au XII siècle. Pendant la renaissance paléo- 
logienne, malgré le rétrécissement de l'Empire, l'hagiographie connut un essor par- 
ticulier. T. LOUGHIS est l’auteur d'une deuxième étude consacrée au Monachisme 
dans l'empire byzantin (p. 91-107), oü il passe en revue les différents grands centres 
monastiques (le Proche-Orient, la Bithynie, le mont Athos). L'étude éclaircit les 
tendances qui dominérent le monachisme byzantin jusqu'aux derniers jours de l’Empire. 
H. BADAWI dans une étude relativement longue (p. 109-195), tente pratiquement 
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l'impossible : présenter Le monde arabe depuis la reconstruction de La Mecque 
(440) jusqu'à la prise de Bagdad (1258) par les Mongols. Malgré le caractére som- 
maire de cette étude, elle s'avére trés utile pour le public grec, peu familiarisé avec 
le monde arabe. M. KORDOSIS analyse un thème moins usé : les relations entre 
Byzance et la Chine (p. 107-221), sur lesquelles les sources byzantines aprés Théo- 
phylacte Simocatte se font silencieuses, alors que les sources chinoises en parlent 
jusqu'au XIV*. Toutefois Byzance n'a pas influencé l'histoire de la Chine, car le chris- 
tianisme qui a gagné ses provinces occidentales est d'origine nestorienne. M. SALAMON 
est l'auteur d'une étude relativement longue concernant la situation qui régnait en 
Europe centrale aux IX* et X* s. (p. 223-240), mais qui reste sommaire, vu l'ampleur 
du sujet. L'auteur consacre la plus grande partie de son étude à la christianisation 
de l'Europe centrale et surtout celle de la Moravie et de la Pannonie, alors qu'un 
chapitre concerne les relations entre Byzance et l'Empire germanique sous Basile II 
et Othon III. En tout cas, Byzance ne joue plus de róle en Europe centrale au moment 
du lancement des croisades. J. SHEPARD, dans un article intitulé La sphere d'influence 
byzantine en Europe de l'est, 867-1025 (p. 241-279), étudie en réalité les relations 
entre Byzance et les Russes, et notamment l'État de Kiev. À l'instar des autres 
études relatives aux contacts de l'Empire avec le reste du monde connu, cette étude 
fournit un apercu de l'évolution historique, sans toutefois entrer dans les détails. 
Dans ce méme ordre d'idées, l'étude de T. Zivcovic, Les Serbes et les Croates 
durant le haut Moyen áge (p. 281-295), aprés une introduction consacrée à l'arrivée 
des Slaves dans les Balkans, envisage en substance l'histoire des Serbes depuis le 
VIF s. jusqu'au XII* s. N. KOUREAS, passe en revue L'histoire de Chypre byzantine 
(p. 297-322), avec une attention particulière à l'organisation ecclésiastique de l’île 
et à la lutte entre Byzance et le khalifat quant au contróle de ce point stratégique 
dans la Méditerranée orientale, sans oublier la prise de l’île par les croisés. L'étude 
trouve son prolongement dans celle, plus longue, de N. G. MoscHoNas, Le royaume 
franc de Chypre (p. 323-370), où sont exposés les événements depuis la prise de 
Chypre par les croisés à la fin du XII" s.. Richard Cœur de Lion transmit l’île à Guy 
de Lusignan qui est le fondateur du royaume franc de Chypre. L'histoire ultérieure 
de l'ile est exposée jusqu'au régne de Catherine Cornaro, et mentionne également 
Chypre devenant une possession vénitienne, peu avant la prise de l’île par les 
Turcs en 1571. Cette étude clót la partie consacrée soit à l'évolution historique de 
l'Empire au sens strict, soit à celle des peuples environnants. Les quatre dernieres 
études concernent les sciences auxiliaires de l'histoire byzantine. La premiere, 
signée par Ch. KONTONIKOLIS, est consacrée à un domaine trés peu connu, à savoir 
La « schedographie » byzantine (p. 371-376), terme technique désignant les collec- 
tions d'extraits d'oeuvres littéraires soit pour des raisons éducatives, soit par simple 
goüt de collectionner des passages d'auteurs anciens. L'étude plus traditionnelle de 
S. LAMPAKIS, fournit un apercu trés complet de la Paléographie et de la Codicologie 
byzantines (p. 377-401). L'auteur, spécialiste en la matiére, traite d'abord les maté- 
riaux et les instruments de l'écriture et les différentes formes du livre médiéval avant 
de passer à l'écriture grecque et son évolution. Sont ensuite plus sommairement 
présentées les questions portant sur les copistes, les scholies, les reliures et les cata- 
logues des manuscrits. Ch. STAVRAKOS étudie quant à lui les Sceaux et la sigillogra- 
phie (p. 403-421), science qui en Gréce connait peu de diffusion, ce qui rend l'article 
d'autant plus intéressant. Aprés un paragraphe consacré à l'utilisation des bulles à 
l'époque byzantine, l’A. analyse le mode d'apposition d'un sceau, et ainsi la typo- 
logie des sceaux byzantins et leur importance comme sources de connaissances 
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historiques. G. KIOURTZIAN, auteur de la derniére étude de ce volume, s'occupe 
de L’epigraphie byzantine (p. 423-446), une branche littéraire et philologique de 
l'archéologie. L'étude suit un plan chronologique : périodes a) protobyzantine (IV*- 
VIF s.), b) mésobyzantine (VIII--XIF s.) et c) byzantine tardive (XIII°-XV° s.). Pour 
chacune de ces périodes l'auteur élabore une notice concernant la langue et l'écriture 
des inscriptions, en signalant que la période protobyzantine est celle dont nous pos- 
sédons le plus grand nombre d'inscriptions et les plus importantes informations 
historiques. 

Le volume est complété par 39 tables chronologiques de toute nature (p. 447-405), 
une premiere annexe contenant les références par article, une deuxiéme contenant les 
sources et la bibliographie et une troisième avec une table des matières analytique. 

Ce volume, comme d'ailleurs les trois autres qui précédent, a un caractère ency- 
clopédique. Il s'adresse aussi bien aux initiés qu'à un public profane. Il garantit à 
ses lecteurs des informations süres, scientifiques et historiquement fondées. 

P. YANNOPOULOS 


J. Mossay, O Γρηγόριος Θεολόγος και y Αγία Οικογένεια της Ναζιανζού, traduction 
grecque A. KYRIAZOPOULOS, Kavala, Στέγη πολιτισμού Νέας Καρβάλης. 
Κέντρο Καππαδοκικών Μελετών, 2018, 192 pages. 


En 2009 parut aux éditions Safran de Bruxelles le livre du regretté abbé J. MossAv 
intitulé : Nazianze et les Grégoire. Réflexions d'un helléniste retraité. J'ai eu l'honneur 
et le plaisir de présenter ce livre dans les pages de Byzantion, 80 (2010), pp. 558-561. 
Le Centre d'Etudes Cappadociennes de Néa Karvali en Gréce, dont l'abbé J. MossAv 
était un de fondateurs, a jugé de son devoir de traduire ce livre en grec moderne ; il 
en a confié la traduction à l'éminent universitaire Athanase KYRIAZOPOULOS. Cette 
nouvelle édition ne se limite toutefois pas à la simple traduction du livre de J. Mossay. 
Le directeur du centre, Kaplanis IOSSIPHIDIS, y a ajouté une vibrante introduction où 
sont mentionnés les débuts de cette institution ainsi que le röle de J. Mossay dans sa 
création. Une série de photographies inédites, souvenirs des voyages entrepris par les 
deux hommes en Cappadoce, renvoient aussi à la phase initiale de la fondation du 
Centre d'Etudes Cappadociennes, ainsi qu'au colloque international organisé en 2000 
à Néa Karvali et ensuite en Cappadoce. Ce colloque eut lieu gráce au soutien moral 
et financier du centre d'études byzantines de l'Université de Louvain, dont plusieurs 
membres y ont fait des communications. Enfin, l'ouvrage est complété par cinq 
annexes (deux introductifs et trois à la fin) proposant des souvenirs liés aux derniers 
survivants de l'exode des populations chrétiennes de Cappadoce en 1922, ainsi que 
par une bibliographie complémentaire de travaux consacrés à la Cappadoce. 

P. Y ANNOPOULOS 


Leonora NEVILLE, Guide to Byzantine Historical Writing, with the assistance of 
D. HARRISVILLE, Irina TAMARKINA, and Charlotte WHATLEY, Cambridge, Cambridge 
University Press, 2018, xn + 322 pages. ISBN 978-1-107-03998-8 (relié) ; 978-1- 
107-69116-2 (livre de poche). 


Un livre utile qui manifestement s'adresse soit aux étudiants, soit aux amateurs 
de l'histoire byzantine. Aprés une introduction, il propose un apercu de 52 historiens 
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byzantins ou de textes anonymes à caractère historique, à commencer par Théophy- 
lacte Simocatta pour terminer avec Laonicos Chalcocondiles. Chacun des auteurs ou 
des textes fait l'objet d'une bréve notice biographique suivie d'un résumé du contenu 
des traités historiques avec mention des manuscrits, des éditions et des éventuelles 
traductions. Chaque notice est complétée par une bibliographie sélective, laquelle 
n'est pas toujours complete, mais qui en tout cas mentionne les études fondamentales. 
L'illustration de la couverture, représentant S. Luc l'Évangéliste, peut ainsi paraitre 
un peu hors contexte. 

Cela dit, les notices en question procurent des informations fiables à toute per- 
sonne désireuse d'obtenir rapidement des réponses relatives aux auteurs ou aux 
textes anonymes traités. Toutefois, tenant compte du fait que ces informations se 
retrouvent facilement sur le web, l'introduction du livre (pp. 1-44) s'avére beaucoup 
plus intéressante. L'A. y propose un survol de la production historique byzantine et 
de ses genres littéraires, suit son évolution dans le temps, fait des remarques tou- 
chant à la langue byzantine et fournit une bibliographie assez fouillée. En bref, un 
livre qui peut constituer une aide probante à tout amateur de l'histoire byzantine. 

P. Y ANNOPOULOS 


Byzantine Hagiography: Texts, Themes & Projects (Byzantios. Studies in Byzan- 
tine History and Civilization, 13), éd. par A. RIGO, M. TRIZIO, et E. DESPOTAKIS, 
Turnhout, Brepols, 2018, IX + 506 pages. ISBN 978-2-503-57771-5; ISSN 1371- 
7677. 


Ce volume rassemble 24 communications présentées lors d'un colloque réuni du 
12 au 14 novembre 2012 à Moscou et ayant pour sujet l'hagiographie byzantine. 
La premiére de ces communications, L'hagiographie byzantine et la recherche : 
tendances actuelles, pp. 1-18 est due à B. FLUSIN. Elle renvoie aux recherches des 
40 derniéres années dans le domaine de l'hagiographie byzantine et conclut qu'elles 
s'intéressent de plus en plus à l'historicité des événements rapportés par les textes 
hagiographiques. X. LEQUEUX, La Bibliotheca hagiographica graeca : origine-déve- 
loppements-mise à jour, pp. 19-35, propose un exposé sur l'histoire de la BHG à 
l'occasion de sa derniére mise à jour. Il signale les nouveautés de chaque nouvelle 
édition ainsi que la réadaptation du systéme de numérotation introduit par H. Halkin 
depuis 1957. Donatella BUCCA, « Codices hymnographici Bizantini antiquiores » : 
descrizione del database, pp. 37-54, porte à notre connaissance que les manuscrits 
byzantins hymnographiques sont soit mal connus soit inédits. La création d'une base 
de données favorisera sans doute leur étude. F. D'ATUTO, {| « menologio imperiale » : 
Un secolo dopo l'editio princeps (1911-2012) di Vasilji V. Latisev, pp. 55-114, nous 
apprend qu'un siécle aprés sa premiere édition, l'ainsi nommé Ménologe impériale 
de Michel IV devrait étre revu, et en particulier la répartition du texte en deux séries 
paralléles ainsi que sa relation avec les synaxaires. Une nouvelle édition s’avere 
indispensable. En annexe, l’A. édite la Passion de Ste Barbe et examine ses relations 
avec le ménologe métaphrastique. A. Luzzi, Un canone « giambico » per Basilio di 
Cesarea e la circoncisione del signore e il suo raffinato acrostico tetrastico fra 
critica filologico-letteraria e teologia, pp. 115-139, est en réalité un long compte 
rendu de l'édition du canon en question par A. Roccut. Il est dés lors normal que 
PA. s'appuie sur une bibliographie monumentale et sur la tradition manuscrite pour 
prouver le caractère déficitaire de cette édition. Daria PENSKAYA, Hagiography and 
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Fairytale Paradise and the Land of the Blessed in Byzantium, pp. 141-155, tente 
une analyse de textes hagiographiques datant du IV* au ΧΙ s. ayant un caractère 
folklorique et proposant des descriptions du paradis et des enfers. Yulia MANTOVA, 
Space Representation in the Life of St. Gregentios and the Life of St. Nikon the 
Metanoite, pp. 157-165, analyse de manière inattendue deux hagiographies qui n'ont 
rien en commun entre elles, mais qui procédent d'une facon similaire pour décrire 
l'espace et l'entourage des saints. Marina DETORAKT, Récits édifiants et hagiographie. 
A propos du Pré spirituel, pp. 167-178, montre que le Pré spirituel de Jean Moschos 
est beaucoup plus proche des Vies de Moines et des Apophtegmes des Péres, que des 
biographies hagiographiques, sans que cela n'enléve pour autant sa portée édifiante. 
Sophie METIVIER, Peut-on parler d'une hagiographie aristocratique à Byzance 
(VIII--XI* siècle) 2. pp. 179-199, argumente que si certains saints, notamment aux 
VIII et IX? s., descendaient des familles aristocratiques, rien ne permet de dire qu'il 
y avait à Byzance un genre hagiographique que l'on peut qualifier d'aristocratique. 
D. KASHTANOV, A. KOROLEV, A. VINOGRADOV, The Chronology of the Hagiographic 
Tradition of St Clement of Rome, pp. 201-220, essayent de reconstruire la tradition 
hagiographique de S. Clément de Rome, dont les versions grecques remontent au 
V* s. alors que le premier texte latin est celui de Grégoire de Tours. S. A. IVANOV, 
The Life of Patriarch John the Faster as a Historical Source, pp. 221-231, édite un 
synaxaire du patriarche Jean le Jeüneur, texte qui semble étre une version de la Vie 
de Jean composée par le presbytre Photinos. V. DEROCHE, Les deux Vies de Théodose 
le cénobiarque, pp. 233-245, compare l'éloge de S. Théodose par Théodore de Petra 
et la biographie du méme saint par Cyrille de Skythopolis, pour constater que cette 
derniére entre beaucoup plus dans la ligne anachorétique. Katerina NIKOLAOU, The 
Depiction of Byzantine Woman in Hagiographical Texts (Eighth-Eleventh Centu- 
ries), pp. 247-263, constate que dans les textes hagiographiques, la femme est vue 
seulement dans le cadre familial, sans référence à son róle social ou politique, car 
ces textes ne représentent les femmes que dans le cadre de leurs relations avec les 
saints biographies. Pour A. BINGGELI, La réception de l'hagiographie palestinienne 
à Byzance aprés les conquétes arabes, pp. 265-284, la production hagiographique 
palestinienne entre les ὙΠ’ et IX* s. n'a pratiquement pas franchi la frontière byzan- 
tine. Par ex., l'importante biographie de S. Etienne le Sabaite n'est transmise que 
par un seul manuscrit qui date méme du X* s. L'étude de S. A. FRANTSOUZOFF, La 
réception et le développement de l'hagiographie byzantine dans le milieu arabe 
orthodoxe (d'aprés un recueil hagiographique arabe de la Bibliothéque de l'Acadé- 
mie Roumaine), pp. 285-298, poursuit dans la méme direction. Elle montre que le 
ms. Oriental 365 de l'Académie Roumaine, copié en 1786 à Jérusalem et transmet- 
tant la biographie de S. Gerassime d'Emesa, contient des passages provenant du 
Coran. A. BERGER, Serienproduktion oder Autorenwettbewerb? Einige Bemerkungen 
zu Byzantinischen hagiographischen Texten des zehnten Jahrhunderts, pp. 299-311, 
nous apprend que les textes hagiographiques au XII" s., correspondant à une pro- 
duction massive provenant éventuellement du monastére de Maximina de Constan- 
tinople, soit copient les Ménologes métaphrastiques, soit se déployent en paralléle 
à des biographies plus anciennes. Selon Alice-Mary TALBOT, Some Observations on 
the Life of St. Basil the Younger, pp. 313-324, la traduction anglaise de la version, 
dite de Moscou, de la Vie de S. Basile le Jeune, permet de constater qu'elle est 
l’œuvre d'un moine qui séjournait à Constantinople durant la première moitié du 
X* s.. D. AFINOGENOV, Integration of Hagiographic Texts into Historical Narra- 
tive: The Cases of the Lives of St. Stephen the Younger and Niketas of Medikion, 
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pp. 325-340, établit un paralléle entre d'une part les informations provenant des 
chroniqueurs et des historiens des VIF et VIII s. concernant l’histoire de l’Église, 
et d'autre part les informations procurées par les biographies de S. Étienne le Jeune 
et de S. Nicétas de Médikion. L. LUKHOVITSKIY, Perception of Iconoclasm in Late 
Byzantine Hagiographical Metaphraseis, pp. 341-363, examine six biographies de 
saints ayant vécu durant l'iconoclasme, mais rédigées à l'époque paléologienne. 
Il constate l'influence métaphrastique à la déformation des portraits des protagonistes. 
Dans son long article, Nike KOUTRAKOU, The Hagiographers’ Pen. Painting Social 
Unrest and Civil Strife in Late Byzantium, pp. 365-399, analyse surtout le langage 
des hagiographes de la période des Paléologues pour constater une tendance à 
l'adoption d'une écriture civile et une remise en question de l'autorité impériale, 
signe précurseur de la conquête ottomane. Eleonora KOUNTOURA-GALAKI, Ideologi- 
cal Conflicts in Veiled Language as Seen by the Palaiologan Hagiographers. The 
Lives of St. Theodosia as a Case Study, pp. 401-418, examine la biographie de Ste 
Théodosia qui vécut durant le régne de Michel VIII Paléologue. Son auteur, peut- 
étre Manuel Maximos Holobolos, n'est point tendre envers l'empereur. A. BABUIN, 
Il dittico di Cuenca e l'Epiro in epoca tardo-medievale, pp. 419-449, étudie le diptyque 
de Cuence (datation : entre 1367 et 1384) pour situer sa réalisation dans la cour des 
despotes Serbo-grecs d'Épire. L'étude de Smilja MARJANOVIC-DUSANIC, Le change- 
ment de la fonction des récits anachorétiques : l'hagiographie balkano-slave dans 
le cadre de la fin du XIII? siècle, pp. 451-465, concerne en réalité l'hagiographie 
serbe du XIIF s. et particulièrement la biographie de S. Pierre de Korisa, rédigée 
par le moine Théodose du monastére serbe de Chilandar au mont Athos. A. RIGO, 
M. SCARPA, The Life of Theodosius of Tárnovo Reconsidered, pp. 467-482, étudient 
la traduction en slavon de la biographie de S. Théodose de Tárnovo. Son auteur, 
Calliste I", l'avait rédigée entre 1363 et 1364, lors de son séjour au mont Athos. 
La traduction en slavon fut réalisée soit au mont Athos, soit à Serres. 
P. YANNOPOULOS 


P. YANNOPOULOS, Βυζαντινοί και Σλάβοι στην Ελλάδα κατά την ύστερη Πρωτοβυζα- 
ντινή και την πρώιμη Μεσοβυζαντινή περίοδο, Athènes, Ηρόδοτος, 2018, 292 pages, 
ISBN 978-960-485-226-0. 


Aprés un premier volume sur les Byzantins et les Arabes, paru il y a deux ans, la 
méme maison d'édition athénienne lance ce deuxiéme volume proposant huit études 
traitant de Byzantins et de Slaves entre les VI" et IX* s. À celles-ci, il faut ajouter 
six études bréves publiées initialement dans le Dictionnaire du Péloponnése byzantin, 
Athenes, 1996. Comme pour le premier volume la plus grande partie de ces études 
ont déjà paru dans des revues ou dans des actes de colloque. Celles publiées dans 
une langue autre que le grec ont été traduites en grec par l'auteur. Il est donc évident 
que le volume s'adresse surtout à un public hellénophone. C'est la raison pour 
laquelle nous nous limiterons ici à mentionner leur publication originelle, et que nous 
nous intéresserons un peu plus aux études nouvelles. Aprés la Préface (pp. 13-14) et 
une Notice introductive (pp. 17-21), la premiére étude a pour objet Les Slaves 
chez Ménandre (pp. 25-36). Elle a paru en francais dans la Επετηρίς της Εταιρείας 
Βυζαντινών Σπουδών. 48 (1990-1991), pp. 27-35. Les deux études qui suivent sont 
elles aussi des rééditions. L'une, intitulée La pénétration slave en Argolide (pp. 37-110) 
a paru en francais dans le Supplément VI du Bulletin de Correspondance Hellénique — 
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Etudes Argiennes, Paris, 1980, pp. 323-371. Elle a ensuite connu une seconde édi- 
tion dans le volume de P. Y ANNOPOULOS et A. SAVVIDIS, H Μεσαιωνική Πελοπόννησος, 
Athénes, 2013, pp. 25-104. L'autre étude, sous le titre La premiére invasion slave 
en Argolide. Reconsidérations, a paru en grec dans la revue Πελοποννησιακά 
Γράμματα. 1 (2016), pp. 74-101. Entre ces deux titres figurent quatre brèves études 
provenant du Dictionnaire du Péloponnése byzantin : Invasions slaves, Aréthas de 
Césarée, Isidore de Kiev et Isidore de Séville, et situées dans le droit fil des obser- 
vations relatives à la pénétration slave en Argolide. La contribution suivante est une 
communication faite en 1991 lors d'un colloque tenu à Monemvasie et ayant pour 
théme Travellers and Officials in the Peloponnesse. Les actes de ce colloque n'ont 
toutefois jamais paru. L'étude, ayant pour objet La premiére mention de Monemva- 
sie dans la Vita Willibaldi (pp. 161-175) prouve que malgré les contestations surtout 
de la part des historiens grecs, l'arriére-pays du Péloponnèse était occupé par les 
Slaves au milieu du VIII" s. L'étude est complétée par une courte biographie de 
Willibald, provenant du Dictionnaire du Péloponnése byzantin. Suit l'étude Métro- 
poles du Péloponnése mésobyzantin : un souvenir des invasions avaroslaves (pp. 179- 
190), publiée initialement en frangais dans Byzantion, 63 (1993), pp. 388-400 et 
rééditée dans le volume de P. YANNOPOULOS et A. SAVVIDIS, H Μεσαιωνική HeA0- 
πόννησος, pp. 187-200. L'étude intitulée Byzance et les Slaves : De l'opposition à 
la convivialité (pp. 191-214) correspond à la conférence introductive tenue au Col- 
loque international ‘Convergencias Balcanicas en la Historia y la Literatura’ orga- 
nisé à Granada le 29 et 30 avril 2006, et dont les actes n'ont pas été publiés. L'auteur 
y analyse les relations entre l'Empire byzantin et les Slaves depuis le temps des 
invasions jusqu'au IX* s.. L'article qui suit, intitulé Les Slaves en Gréce, est en réalité 
un compte rendu du livre de Ph. MALINGUDIS, Σλάβοι στη Μεσαιωνική Ελλάδα, Thes- 
salonique, 1988. Ce compte rendu a paru dans Byzantion, 60 (1990), pp. 543-548. 
L'auteur y exprime ses réticences quant à l'historicité de certaines hypothéses sou- 
tenues par MALINGUDIS. Puisqu'un compte rendu ne permet pas de déployer une argu- 
mentation exhaustive, l'auteur a jugé utile d'ajouter une étude historico-linguistique 
intitulée Quelques remarques au sujet de oßapva (= herse), pp. 227-232. Il souhaite 
ainsi montrer que, si le mot néogrec σβάρνα est d'origine slave, cette donnée n'est 
ni liée aux invasions slaves ni aux Lois Agraires, puisque le mot n'apparait qu'au 
XI" s.. Il ajoute, en traduction grecque, un passage de son livre La société profane 
dans l'Empire byzantin des VII*, VIII* et IX* siècles concernant l'origine des Lois 
Agraires et leur relation avec les invasions slaves. Le volume est complété par les 
abréviations bibliographiques (pp. 237-261) et les index (pp. 265-288). 
S. SPYRIDAKOS 


